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ABSTRACT OF CAPSTONE 
A RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION MODEL FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS 
After being named a persistently low achieving school in 2010, the staff of Sheldon 
Clark High School (SCHS) began looking for ways to improve the reading and 
mathematics skills of their students. The staff turned to implementing several 
intervention strategies such as extended school services, hybrid learning 
environments, differentiated instruction, high-interest reading materials, small-group 
instruction, one-on-one instruction, and others. The staff organized and implemented 
these strategies using a three-tier Response to Intervention (RtI) system with ninth 
grade students in reading. After nine weeks of implementation, students in a Tier III 
setting gained an average of7.90 RIT scale points, with a standard deviation of 11.3, 
in reading using Measures of Academic Progress (MAP®) as a progress monitoring 
tool. Students who received Tier II interventions gained an average of 1.44 RIT scale 
points with a standard deviation of 8.48, while students who received Tier I 
interventions alone decreased by an average of 1.07 RIT scale points with a standard 
deviation of 6.37. Overall, the students had an average RIT scale score increase of 
1.93 with a standard deviation of 8.98. According to NWEA, the organization that 
created MAP®, a student is expected to increase by approximately 0.5 to 1.0 RIT 
scale points during a 9-week period with an average yearly progress of 2.0 to 4.0 RIT 
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scale points. With these results, the staff of SCHS plans to implement an Rtl system 
with ninth grade students in mathematics and with tenth grade students in reading. 
KEYWORDS: response to intervention, tiers, secondary 
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Dedication 
To Missy, Abigail, Jacob, and Eli and their hours of sacrifice and to the students of 
Martin County. Each one deserves my best. 
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Chapter 1 
A Response to Intervention Model for Secondary Schools 
Your school is a persistently low achieving school. From 2009 to 2011, 
school staff and community members in forty-one Kentucky schools received this 
indictment as the Kentucky Department of Education released the names of schools 
identified as a persistently low achieving, or PLA, school. The list included 9 middle 
schools and 32 high schools, including Sheldon Clark High School (Rodriguez, 2011; 
Innes, 2011 ). In the weeks that followed, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School 
began learning more about PLA schools and researching ways to improve student 
achievement. One method that showed promise for school improvement was the 
I 
Response to Intervention, or Rtl system. 
Overview of Response to Intervention 
The Response to Intervention model in education has evolved since 1995. In 
the educational setting, RtI began as an idea of providing targeted remediation to 
students and as a means of determining if a student has a learning disability 
(Allington & Walmsley, 1995). As time passed, the Rtl model was redefined as a 
process for promoting the success of all students through a tiered system of research-
based instruction, progress monitoring, and data based decision making, while 
providing evidence for placement of students in the special education setting (Pereles, 
Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009). While abundant evidence substantiating the success of the 
Rtl model in the elementary setting is available, obstacles at the secondary level have 
made it difficult for implementation. Little research exists in reference to the efficacy 
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of Rtl at the secondary level (Brozo, 2009). With this in mind, one question stands 
out: Can an Rtl model be developed and implemented successfully at the high school 
level? 
According to the High School Tiered Interventions Initiative (HSTII) team 
formed by the National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction (20 I 0), 
RtI is a potentially powerful framework for organizing, allocating and 
evaluating educational resources to meet the instructional needs of all students 
to prevent long-term school failure. Much of our knowledge of the 
components of Rtl and their successful implementation is based on elementary 
schools. However, given the structural and organizational differences 
between elementary schools and high schools, this evidence has its limitations 
when implementing Rtl at higher-grade levels. The essential components of 
Rtl may be the same, regardless of grade level or context, but how they are 
translated into effective practice and integrated into a high school's processes 
may differ from elementary school models (p. 5). 
Regardless of grade level, the HSTII team asserts that the necessary elements of an 
effective Rtl model include: 
1. High-quality, evidence-based Tier I (or core) instruction for all students; 
2. A universal screening tool that allows for student identification needs; 
3. A progress-monitoring tool that determines student improvement; 
4. Tiered intervention to effectively address skill deficiencies; and 
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5. Data driven decision making to determine student placement (2010). 
Along with the implementation of these elements, school 
leadership, effective intervention providers, focused professional 
development and collaboration, and program evaluation support the 
efficacy of a secondary Rt! model. School leadership, which encompasses 
principals, assistant principals, guidance counselors, teacher leaders, and 
other school leaders are responsible for identifying student deficiencies, 
placing students in the correct tier( s) of instruction, selecting the proper 
professional development, and allocating the proper resources. 
Intervention providers, which are primarily the teaching faculty, should 
have the proper preparation. Teachers who serve as intervention providers 
should have specialized background or the appropriate training in the 
specific area of student deficiency to meet the need effectively. Also, 
administrators should ensure that teachers have the communication and 
cooperation skills to collaborate effectively with each other to meet student 
needs successively (National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, & Center on Instruction, 2010). 
After the initial introduction of the Rt! framework, administrators should 
consider how professional development (PD) and successful coaching experiences are 
integrated to sustain the intervention system. Both professional development and 
coaching experiences should be chosen based on the support that teachers need for 
success. The schools that the HSTII team visited included PD ranging from the 
14 
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understanding of the Rt! concept to specific strategies that were used during the Rt! 
process. Also, in these schools, university instructors, content specialists, regional 
PD organizations, and/or teacher leaders provided PD opportunities and coaching 
experiences for the teachers involved in the Rt! process (National High School 
Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, & Center on Instruction, 2010). 
Evaluation of the Rt! framework includes collecting data on each student to 
determine the appropriate intervention for each student. School leaders should 
accumulate data over long periods of time and aggregate the data to determine "what 
works, for whom, and under what circumstances" (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, & Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 8). In 
short, data must be used to drive the decision making as it relates to effectiveness of 
the interventions that are used (2010). 
Statement of the Problem 
According to the 20 IO Kentucky Interim Performance Report, approximately 
49% of all juniors at SCHS lack the basic skills in reading while approximately 80% 
of all juniors at SCHS lack the basic skills in mathematics to perform at the proficient 
level, as defined by the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE). Since 2002, the 
percentage of students who have reached the proficiency goal set by KDE in the area 
of mathematics has fluctuated between 14.07% and 25.62% and between 8.23% and 
62.57% in the area ofreading (Kentucky Interim Performance Report, 2010). 
According to the universal screening tool, Measures of Academic Progress® (MAP®), 
only 25.5% of the student population is meeting proficiency standards in reading 
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while 23.4% of the student population is meeting proficiency standards in 
mathematics during the 2012-2013 school year (December Quarterly Report, 2012). 
Significance of the Project 
Over the past decade, large percentages of Sheldon Clark High School 
students have not performed at the proficient level in mathematics and reading, as 
reflected in state testing. Data from the August 2012 administration of our universal 
screening tool enforced that same low performing trend. An intervention model to 
address student deficiencies is needed. Specifically, the staff of SCHS implemented a 
Response to Intervention model to address these deficiencies, beginning with a 
reading Rtl system for ninth grade students. While an abundance of research is 
available for the efficacy of Rt! in the elementary and middle school setting, there is 
relatively little research for the efficacy of Rt! in the secondary setting (Brozo, 2009). 
At its conclusion, this study reported the academic performance results of students 
served under the Rtl model, added to the research available for Rtl at the secondary 
level, and offered suggestions that other high schools can utilize for successfully 
implementing an Rt! model. 
The need for an intervention model became evident through data analysis. 
Each fall, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School receives the data in the Kentucky 
Performance Report (KPR). Prior to the 2010-2011 school year, little time was spent 
analyzing the results, and the data from the KPR had little or no impact on the 
instruction occurring or the curriculum taught. Similarly, a progress monitoring tool 
was not utilized to determine the progress students were making towards proficiency 
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goals set by KDE. After KDE labeled Sheldon Clark High School as a persistently 
low achieving school, data analysis became part of the culture. With guidance from 
administration and training provided by the Kentucky Department of Education, 
teachers and administrators began using data from the KPR to impact the curriculum. 
For example, each teacher utilized data from the KPR to identify potential gaps in the 
curriculum, course outlines, and curricular pacing guides for the school year were 
adjusted to provide emphasis on these areas of weakness. The same process was used 
for ACT and PLAN data. 
Along with these annual data sources, the staff utilized other short-term data 
sources to impact curriculum and instruction, including the incorporation of MAP® as 
a universal screening and progress monitoring tool, classroom formative and 
sumrnative assessments, and benchmark tests. The process of data driven decision 
making helped the faculty to realize that Sheldon Clark High School had a stagnant 
learning environment with few attempts towards addressing achievement gaps prior 
to the 2010-2011 school year. To compensate, teachers changed instructional 
practices by targeting student deficiencies through grouping and one-on-one 
instruction during class time, after school tutoring or ESS, and within a 30-minute 
intervention time frame that was added to the school day. 
Implementing a reading Rt! system at the ninth grade level was the first step 
in changing the academic outcomes and expectations that the SCHS had established 
and led to the PLA label. According to the 2010 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP) Report, Sheldon Clark High School had met the 
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Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO) for math and reading once since the 2002-
2003 school year. Additionally, according to the NCLB A YP Report (2010) and 
Kentucky Interim Performance Report (2010), although student performance 
fluctuated each year, there was little consistency in performance gains. Also, Sheldon 
Clark High School was not receiving Title I funding. These two factors contributed 
to the PLA label from KDE. According to KRS 160.346, a school is designated with 
PLA status ifa school is "a non-Title I school that is in the lowest five percent (5%) 
of all non-Title I schools that failed to meet adequate yearly progress for three (3) 
years or more consecutive years." Similar requirements were identified for schools 
receiving Title I funding by KRS 160.346. In fact, SCHS met the requirements of the -
PLA status, regardless of the Title I classification. 
Along with changing the academic performance and expectations at SCHS, 
implementation of a successful Rt! system at the secondary level has its own 
obstacles when compared to the elementary level. Limited research at the secondary 
level adds difficulty for high school administrators to find an Rtl system that can 
support student success in their school. In sections that follow, aspects of effective 
elementary and middle school Rt! systems and observations made by the National 
High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction and other researchers are analyzed and incorporated into the Rtl system 
used at SCHS. As stated earlier, this study demonstrates the effectiveness of the Rtl 
model used at SCHS to change academic performance, add to the research available 
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for Rt! at the secondary level, and offer suggestions that other high schools can utilize 
for successfully implementing an Rt! model. 
Supporting Data 
Changing school culture begins with the realization that change is necessary. 
Receiving the PLA label was difficult for the Sheldon Clark High School community. 
Denial was the first obstacle, and data analysis was the most convincing way to 
demonstrate to staff members that Sheldon Clark High School "deserved" the PLA 
label. After receiving the label, the administration began to lead the staff through the 
rationale for the PLA designation by analyzing data from state testing as well as from 
nationally-normed testing sources such as the ACT, PLAN, and EXPLORE tests. 
Deficiencies in mathematics. According to the Kentucky Interim 
Performance Report (2010), the percentage of all Sheldon Clark High School students 
scoring proficient or better in mathematics has fluctuated between 14.07% and 
25.62%. As an average, 81.55% of all students failed to score proficient or better in 
mathematics during this time frame. Also, the percentage of at-risk students who 
scored proficient or better in mathematics has fluctuated between 11.11 % and 
.22.86%. The average percentage of at-risk students who failed to score proficient or 
better in mathematics was 84. 77%. Similarly, the percentage of students with 
disabilities that scored proficient or better in mathematics has fluctuated between 0% 
and 18.75%. The average percentage of students with disabilities that failed to score 
proficient or better in mathematics was 87.49%. As reflected in Table 1, Sheldon 
Clark High School students only met the Annual Measurable Objective, which is the 
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target percentage of students meeting the proficiency benchmark established KDE, in 
2003 and in 2004. 
Table 1 
Student Meeting Proficiency in Mathematics (in percent) 
Year AMO goal All students At-risk Disabilities 
2002 19.76 17.29 11.84 18.75 
2003 19.76 20.00 18.57 7.14 
2004 19.76 22.73 15.49 10.53 
2005 29.79 14.07 12.16 *n/a 
2006 29.79 18.39 11.11 0.00 
2007 29.79 20.00 13.33 10.00 
2008 39.82 17.22 14.29 *n/a 
2009 49.85 25.62 22.86 16.13 
2010 59.88 19.74 22.86 *n/a 
Source: Kentucky Interim Performance Report: Sheldon Clark High School (20 I 0). 
Note. *The percentage of students receiving special education services during these years was not 
large enough for reporting based on guidelines set forth by the Kentucky Department of Education. 
Student deficiencies in mathematics were also prevalent in national standardized 
tests with included the ACT and 
0
PLAN. According to the ACT Profile Report (2010) 
for SCHS, eleventh grade students are not meeting national benchmarks on the ACT 
in mathematics. When compared to other Kentucky students, the percentage of the 
students meeting benchmark at SCHS is lower than the percentage of students 
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meeting benchmark statewide. In addition, our average mathematics scores are 
significantly lower when compared to statewide performance. Table 2 reflects the 
percentage of SCHS students meeting national benchmarks, the average mathematics 
ACT score, the percentage of state students meeting national benchmarks, and the 
average state mathematics score. In comparison, 94.17% of eleventh grade SCHS 
students did not meet the national ACT benchmark in mathematics while students not 
meeting benchmark in the Commonwealth was 79 .17%. 
Table 2 
A CT Performance in Mathematics for Eleventh Graders (Sheldon Clark verses state) 
Year *School percentage * State percentage Mean School Mean State Score Score 
2008 5.7 19.5 16.3 18.1 
2009 3.4 21.0 15.8 18.2 
2010 8.4 22.0 16.2 18.3 
Source: ACT Profile Report: Sheldon Clark High School (2010). 
Note. *These are the percentage of students meeting the national mathematics benchmark set by ACT. 
Deficiencies in mathematics can also be found in other grade levels. 
According to the PLAN Profile Report for Sheldon Clark High School (2011 ), tenth 
grade students are not meeting national benchmarks in mathematics. As with ACT 
data, the percentage of students meeting benchmark on the PLAN is lower than the 
percentage of students meeting benchmark statewide. Table 3 presents the percentage 
of SCHS students meeting the national benchmark and the percentage of state 
students meeting the national benchmark. In comparison, over the past four years an 
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average of91.3% of SCHS tenth grade students did not meet national PLAN 
benchmark in mathematics while the state average of students not meeting national 
PLAN benchmark was 77.3% during the four-year span. 
Table 3 
Tenth-Grade Students Meeting the Math Benchmark on the PLAN (in percent) 
Year 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
Students at SCHS 
9.0 
8.9 
9.5 
7.4 
Students statewide 
21.0 
22.0 
23.0 
25.0 
Source: PLAN Profile Summary Report: Sheldon Clark High School (2011). 
Correspondingly, EXPLORE data for the two middle schools that feed into 
SCHS reflect similar data to that ofSCHS students. According to the district's 
EXPLORE Profile Summary Reports (2011), Martin County students score 
significantly below the state average on the EXPLORE test in mathematics. Student 
performance on the EXPLORE is consistently below the national benchmark in 
mathematics (see Table 4). 
Table 4 
Students Meeting Benchmark on the EXPLORE/or Eighth Graders (in percent) 
Year 
2008 
2009 
2010 
Students district wide 
11.7 
18.7 
21.5 
Students statewide 
26.8 
29.0 
35.6 
Source: EXPLORE Profile Summary Report: Inez Middle (201 I) & EXPLORE Profile Summary 
Report: Warfield Middle (2011). 
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Deficiencies in reading. Even though Sheldon Clark students perform better 
on state exams in reading, similar discrepancies can be found in nationally norm-
referenced data when comparing mathematics and reading. According to the 2010 
Kentucky Interim Performance Report, the percentage of students meeting state 
proficiency benchmark has an overall positive trend over the past nine years. The 
percentage of all SCHS students scoring proficient or better in reading has fluctuated 
between 8.23% and 62.57%. There has been an overall steady and significant 
increase in yearly scores, except in 2006 and 2010. Similarly, the percentage ofat-
risk students who scored proficient or better in reading has fluctuated between 7.14% 
and 53.34%. At-risk students have met the AMO proficiency goal two out of the last 
four years in reading. Moreover, the percentage of students with disabilities who 
scored proficient or better in reading has fluctuated between 0% and 17 .86%, with 
three of those testing years being non-applicable. Students with disabilities have 
failed to meet the NCLB proficiency goal when an adequate number of students were 
in the accountability group. As reflected in Table 5, student performance in reading 
lacks consistency throughout all groups of students. 
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Table 5 
Student Meeting Proficiency in Reading (in percent) 
Year AMO goal All students At-risk Disabilities 
2002 19.26 8.23 7.14 15.00 
2003 19.26 19.53 10.14 0.00 
2004 19.26 21.33 17.35 8.33 
2005 29.35 34.42 29.59 *n/a 
2006 29.35 26.01 19.21 6.82 
2007 29.35 50.83 45.19 10.71 
2008 39.45 53.50 39.08 *n/a 
2009 49.54 62.57 53.34 17.86 
2010 59.63 50.68 42.42 *n/a 
Source: Kentucky Interim Performance Report: Sheldon Clark High School (20 I 0). 
Note. *The percentage of students receiving special education services during these years was not 
large enough for reporting based on guidelines set forth by the Kentucky Department of Education. 
Nationally norm-referenced testing, however, does not indicate the same type 
ofresults as state testing. As reflected in the 2010 ACT Profile Report for Sheldon 
Clark High School, most eleventh grade students are not meeting the national 
benchmark on the ACT in reading. When compared to other students across the state, 
the percentage ofSCHS students meeting the benchmark score of21 is lower than the 
percentage of students meeting the benchmark statewide. However, a sizable gain 
was made in the 2010 testing cycle. Table 6 presents the percentage ofSCHS 
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students meeting national benchmark, the percentage of state students meeting the 
national benchmark, the average reading ACT score, and the average state reading 
ACT score. 
Table 6 
ACT Performance in Reading for Eleventh Graders (Sheldon Clark verses state) 
Year * School percentage * State percentage School Score State Score 
2008 15 33 16.0 18.5 
2009 14 30 16.3 18.4 
2010 29 35 18.0 18.8 
Source: ACT Profile Report: Sheldon Clark High School (20 I 0). 
Note: *These are the percentage of students meeting the national reading benchmark set by ACT. 
As with mathematics testing results, deficiencies in reading scores can be 
found in other grade levels as well. According to the PLAN Profile Report for 
Sheldon Clark High School (2011 ), tenth grade students are not meeting national 
benchmarks in reading. In comparison, the percentage of students meeting 
benchmark on the PLAN is lower than the percent of students meeting benchmarks 
statewide. Table 7 shows the percentage of SCHS students meeting national 
benchmarks and the percentage of state students meeting national benchmarks. Over 
the four-year span, 69.13% ofSCHS tenth grade students are not meeting national 
PLAN benchmark in reading compared to the state average of 59.50% not meeting 
national PLAN benchmark. 
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Table 7 
Tenth-Grade Students Meeting the Reading Benchmark on the PLAN (in percent) 
Year 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
Students at SCHS 
25.2 
35.8 
30.4 
32.1 
Students statewide 
40.0 
39.0 
40.0 
43.0 
Source: PLAN Profile Summary Report: Sheldon Clark High School (201 !). 
Students in the eighth grade in the Martin County School District are much 
closer to meeting national benchmarks in reading than in mathematics, as evidenced 
by the district index falling short by less than one point over the past three years. 
According to the 2011 EXPLORE Profile Summary Reports for Martin County 
eighth grade student have scored as close as 0.4 points to the state's reading index. 
Even though the district index falls short of the state index, the index shows that the 
school district has a realistic goal of meeting the state average (see Table 8). 
Table 8 
District and State Average Index on EXPLORE in Reading for Eighth Graders 
Year 
2008 
2009 
2010 
District index 
13.1 
13.5 
13.3 
State index 
13.7 
13.9 
14.2 
Source: EXPLORE Profile Summary Report: Inez Middle (2011) & EXPLORE Profile Summary 
Report: Warfield Middle (2011). 
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In summary, our historical data indicate that our students and staff are not 
performing at state and national benchmarks in the area of mathematics and reading. 
Both mathematics and reading data were the basis for the PLA label, but this study 
will address the addition of a three-tier Rt! model at the ninth grade level in reading. 
With this in mind, scores in reading do show huge gains, at times, but a large 
decrease will follow. Overall, the reading scores have shown improvement since 
2002-2003, but SCHS students still fall short of the benchmark scores required for 
proficiency on state exams and benchmark scores for national exams. 
Causes of the Problem 
In December 2010, the faculty and staff of Sheldon Clark High School 
participated in a leadership assessment conducted by the Kentucky Department of 
Education. Based on their observations and data collected, the leadership assessment 
, team arrived at the decision that the principal and the school based decision making 
council had the capability and capacity to lead change at Sheldon Clark High School 
(see Appendix A). Along with this conclusion, the leadership assessment team gave a 
summary of next steps to address the causes for low student performance ( see 
Appendix B). Two of the next steps included a systematic process for data based 
decision making and incorporation of effective interventions to move students to 
proficiency and beyond. 
According to the Sheldon Clark High School Leadership Assessment (2010), a 
systematic process for regular analysis of data to identify gaps in the curriculum and 
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weaknesses in the instructional program did not exist. The assessment team gave the 
following imperative as it relates to data driven decision making: 
The principal should establish a systematic process for using the data room to 
assist teachers in the review, management, analysis and use of multiple 
assessment data. This process should include procedures for using assessment 
data to identify and address gaps in the high school curriculum and 
weaknesses in instructional practices. The principal should ensure all staff 
members have training in using formative assessments as a tool for informing 
instruction and a means to determine student learning needs. The principal 
should monitor instructional practices and consistently provide teachers with 
meaningful feedback on assessments (formative and surnmative) and support 
to assist in the refinement of instruction. To ensure continuous student 
learning, the principal should guide teachers in a cycle of reflection and 
change. All decisions regarding teaching and learning should be data driven, 
and modifications in curriculum, assessment and instruction should be based 
on the analysis of data (p. 3). 
Along with the leadership assessment, inconsistent trends in reading and mathematics 
data (see Tables 1 through 8) suggest that there has not been a systematic process for 
analyzing student data to find gaps in the curriculum or to address student needs. 
According to the Sheldon Clark High School Leadership Assessment (2010), a 
fully functioning system of interventions has not been implemented to reduce 
achievement gaps and ensure all students meet state and federal proficiency 
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standards. The leadership assessment team gave the following directives as it relates 
to a fully function system of interventions: 
The principal should collaborate with school staff members to develop a 
system of interventions that provides guidelines for identifying students not 
meeting state and federal grade level expectations. All human and program 
resources should be evaluated to search for ideas in developing a 
comprehensive plan to address low performing student needs in a timely 
manner. The plan should include progress monitoring criteria for 
supplemental and intensive interventions. The principal and school council 
should regularly evaluate the effectiveness of interventions in moving students 
to grade level competency and beyond (p. 3). 
According to the book, Data-Wise: As Step-By-Step Guide To Using 
Assessment Results To Improve Teaching and Learning, edited by Boudett et al. 
(2008), a continuous model of preparing data, inquiring about the data, and acting on 
the data should be present to ensure student success. The results of the leadership 
assessment clearly state that Sheldon Clark High School did not have a continuous 
model. Incorporating the model of preparing, inquiring about, and acting on data will 
help the staff of Sheldon Clark high school address the lack of data based decision 
making and of a fully functioning system of interventions. 
Context of the Study 
After the consolidation of Warfield and Inez High Schools in 1972, Sheldon 
Clark High School became, and remains the only high school in Martin County, 
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Kentucky. According to the demographics provided by U.S. Census Bureau, Martin 
County has a high poverty rate, disability percentage, and unemployment rate when 
compared to the state of Kentucky. Also, Martin County has a lower median income 
and percentage of people with a high school diploma and with a college degree when 
compared with the Commonwealth (see Table 9). 
Table 9 
Comparison of Demographic Indicators 
Indicator 
Population estimate 
Median Income 
Poverty Rate 
% w/ HS Diploma 
% w/ College Degree 
%Disabled 
Unemployment Rate 
Source: United States Census Bureau (20 I 0). 
Martin County 
12,751 
$23,920 
37.60% 
34.80% 
10.40% 
33.70% 
12.10% 
Kentucky 
4,369,356 
$42,248 
18.10% 
81.70% 
25.70% 
20.30% 
8.90% 
As a high school principal, I have observed students who participate in 
extended school services. Based on these observations, students reflecting these 
demographics most often do not participate in extended school services (ESS) unless 
transportation is offered. With the financial situation in the school district, 
transportation for these services was not possible unless funding was obligated 
through a grant. Likewise, an extended school service program is difficult to 
maintain due to many of our students, just as other students who live in a low socio-
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economic home, have outside jobs. With this in mind, an intervention model for the 
students of Sheldon Clark High School relied mainly on interventions that were 
supplied during the school day. 
During my first year at Sheldon Clark High School, there were many 
conversations with teachers about various initiatives that had been implemented over 
the years. Based on these conversations, several of the teaching faculty had the 
opinion that many of the initiatives were unsuccessful. In my experience as a teacher 
and as an administrator, teachers' willingness to change, desire for success, and 
variety of experiences are major obstacles to overcome in the implementation of a 
new initiative---in this case, a three-tier Rt! model. In the case of the faculty of 
Sheldon Clark High School, nearly 70% of the teachers have at least 14 years of 
experience and over 74% have only taught at Sheldon Clark. These teachers have 
seen many initiatives come and go with little or no impact on student achievement, 
have lived with low state rankings in the areas of mathematics and reading, and have 
not been a part of successful programs in other school districts. 
Guiding Questions 
Due to relatively little research for Response to Intervention models at the 
secondary level, several questions were investigated in this study. 
I. How did the concept of Response to Intervention begin and evolve in the 
educational setting? 
2. What are the components of an effective Rt! system? 
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3. What factors impact the implementation and effectiveness of the Rtl model 
examined in this study? 
4. What are some examples of successful examples ofRtl models in the 
elementary and middle school settings? 
5. How can you effectively address high-school specific obstacles, such as 
earning credits, motivation, effective screening tools, and constraints of the 
semester system (Samuels, 2009) when implementing an Rtl process at the 
high school level? 
6. What type of intervention was used in each tier of the Rtl model used at 
Sheldon Clark High School? 
7. How does the intensity of the intervention impact student growth? 
8. What tools can be used to screen students and monitor student progress? 
Summary 
In the arena of high stakes accountability for public schools, state testing data 
are used to determine if a school is successful based on mathematics and reading 
scores. For the students and staff of Sheldon Clark High School, these data indicated 
that proficiency expectations have not been met for several years, and this required an 
incorporation of an intervention model to address academic deficiencies. Even 
though Response to Intervention has limited research in the secondary setting, the 
High School Tiered Interventions Initiative (HSTII) team formed by National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction (2010) makes a convincing argument that Rtl has tremendous potential for 
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improving student achievement at the secondary level. One of the goals of this study 
is to implement a successful Rtl system at Sheldon Clark High School that may be 
replicated at other high schools to improve student achievement. 
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Chapter2 
Response to Intervention: An In-Depth Look 
The tier structure of interventions had its early stages in the area of public 
health (Jenkins, 1994). According to Grigorenko (2009), the idea of measuring a 
child's responsiveness to an instructional strategy became popular in the 1960's and 
1970's. In 1982, Response to Intervention was recognized as a method to label 
children with a learning disability. In the RtI model, if a student has participated in 
the highest intensity level of research-based interventions and has not responded with 
progress towards age appropriate academic outcomes, the student should be referred 
to special education. By the mid-1990's, RtI was widely accepted as a an alternative 
to the IQ-discrepancy model for labeling students with a learning disability 
(Addington & Walmsley, 1995) but evolved into a structure to provide interventions 
for students at all levels of aptitude (Pereles, Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009). 
The research discussed in this study often refers to Rtl as a three-tier system 
(Duffy & Scala, 2012; Hilton, 2007; National High School Center, National Center 
on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction. 2010; Wright, 2007). Tier I 
interventions are those that are delivered to the entire class or student body and 
normally address the needs of approximately 80% of the student population. Those 
students who do not respond to the Tier I interventions are placed into a more-
intensive Tier II setting that includes small groups and strategies to meet students' 
needs. This setting normally addresses the needs of approximately 15% of the 
population. If the student does not respond to the Tier II interventions, he or she is 
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moved to the most intense, research-based educational setting. This Tier III setting 
involves strategies to address needs in smaller groups or in a one-on-one setting 
(National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and 
Center on Instruction, 201 I). 
The National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2010) acknowledges that obstacles in the 
implementation of Rtl in the elementary setting differ from those that will be found in 
the secondary setting. Even with these differences, certain components and principles 
are common to both settings for successful implementation ofRtl (National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction, 2010). 
Beginnings in Public Health 
According to the National High School Center, National Center on Response 
to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2010), Response to Intervention is 
described as an effective framework for utilizing educational resources that is derived 
from public health definitions of prevention utilized in the 1960's and expanded upon 
in the 1980's. In the 1960's, these definitions were divided into three levels. Primary 
preventions utilized efforts that focused on normal people that could be at risk from 
developing a specific disorder. Secondary preventions were directed at people who 
showed early signs of a mental disorder and attempted to minimize the duration of the 
disorder. Tertiary preventions were utilized to "reduce the severity and disability 
associated with a particular disorder" (Jenkins, 1994, p. 11 ). 
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In the 1980's, the concept of prevention was refined by the idea of targeting 
issues through the use of, again, three levels. First, universal preventative measures 
are those that addressed the general population. For instance, eating nutritional foods 
and wearing safety belts are preventative measures that can be used by everyone. 
Second, selective prevention measures target a particular subgroup that may be more 
susceptible to a particular illness. For example, prenatal vitamins for pregnant women 
or prostate exams for men over 40 are measures that are directed at a particular 
subgroup that has a higher likelihood of acquiring a particular illness. Third, 
indicated measures target those groups that are at a substantially high risk for an 
illness. As an illustration, offspring of someone who has Huntington's Disease or 
someone who has been a victim of rape have a substantially high probability of 
having a particular illness or mental disorder (Jenkins, 1994). These levels of 
increasing intensity resemble the concept of tiered interventions used in the Rtl 
model. 
Transition to the Educational Setting 
According to Grigorenko (2009), the concept of finding the best way to 
educate children through the use of changing instructional strategies based on the 
responsiveness ofa child to a particular instructional strategy was used in the 1960's 
as well as in the 1970's. This concept serves as the foundation for the Rtl model in 
the educational setting. In 1982, the National Academy of Sciences Panel on 
Selection and Placement of Student in Programs for the Mentally Retarded 
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recognized RtI as a possible method for identifying students with a specific learning 
disability (Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, 1982). 
In the mid 1990's, Allington and Walmsley (1995) presented the ideas of 
remediation and early reading intervention as alternatives to the IQ-achievement 
discrepancy method for labeling students as learning disabled (LD). Later, the 
phrase, "Responsiveness or Response to Intervention," was used to describe these 
ideas, and RtI became part of the national debate of how to label learning disabled 
students (Response to Intervention, 2008). For critics, the IQ-achievement 
discrepancy model was heralded as a wait-to-fail model for students as opposed to 
providing scientifically based instruction to help prevent students from failing. In the 
1980's and 1990's, the number of students receiving the LD label increased 
dramatically and, with that, so did the cost for special education programs throughout 
the country. Again, the IQ-achievement discrepancy model was given the distinction 
of being the primary cause for the increase in numbers and in cost (Fuchs, Mock, 
Morgan, & Young, 2003). A problem with the process of labeling students as LD and 
the cause of the problem were identified; a solution was needed. 
Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, and Young (2003) pointed out that several groups 
supported, or at least discussed, the need for Rtl as the solution. Those groups 
included the Division for Leaming Disabilities of the Council for Leaming 
Disabilities, the National Association of School Psychologists, the National 
Association of State Directors of Special Education, the Office of Special Education 
in the U.S. Department of Education, the President's Commission on Excellence in 
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Special Education, and others. Fuchs et al. (2003) also defined Rtl as a process that 
includes: 
I. Effective teaching for all students in the classroom setting; 
2. Use of a progress monitoring system; 
3. Cases where students don't respond, provide "something else/more;" 
4. Continued use of a progress monitoring system; and 
5. Further cases of students not responding should be referred for special 
education. 
Fuchs et al. (2003) also acknowledged that different districts implement RtI by 
different methods. For instance, a universal screening and/or progress monitoring 
tool used by one district may not meet the needs of another district. The type of 
interventions may also vary from district to district. 
The solution to the problem described above was actualized when the 
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 
(IDEA) in 2004 allowed for the use of the Rtl model to determine if a student had a 
learning disability and allowed states to determine if the use of the IQ-discrepancy 
should be prohibited (Ofiesh, 2006). Ofiesh (2006) argue that the Response to 
Intervention model can only provide evidence for labeling students with a learning 
disability if it is coupled with a comprehensive evaluation method. This is the current 
process used in Kentucky public schools. 
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Use of Rtl Proliferates 
After the passage of IDEA in 2004, states were required to allow the 
responsiveness of a student to a system of scientific research-based interventions as 
the means for identification of a specific learning disability. The West Virginia 
Department of Education began an "aggressive" timeline for implementing the 
process into all schools. The approach in West Virginia began with elementary 
schools and was planned to continue to high schools in 2010 through 2012. Also, the 
Rtl process was described as having six components by the West Virginia 
Department of Education: 
1. Tiered instruction and intervention model; 
2. Universal screening; 
3. Research based instruction; 
4. Progress monitoring; 
5. Teaming and collaboration; and, 
6. Data-based decision making (Palenchar & Boyer, 2008, p. 20). 
These components have been implied in earlier models, but added the ideas of tiered 
instruction, universal screening, teaming and collaboration, and data-based decision 
making when compared to the components defined by Fuchs et al. (2003). 
In the areas of school social work and behavior interventions, Kelly, Frey, 
Alvarez, Berzin, Shaffer, and O'Brien (2010) pointed out four "overarching 
principles" (p. 202) for Rtl. The first principle, which was described as capacity 
building, should be provided by support services to students, parents, and school 
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personnel. These capacities include activities such as communication with parents, 
administrative and teacher assistance, and teacher professional development. The 
second principle was described as the commitment of school personnel to provide 
"high-quality, or evidence-based, practices with fidelity" (Kelly et al., 2010, p. 202). 
The third principle included a three-tiered system where students move along the 
continuum based on their response to the intervention provided. The final principle 
included the use of data driven decision making to identify "responders and non-
responders at each tier" (Kelly et al., 2010, p. 202). 
The purpose of Response to Intervention practices has expanded to include 
more than just the special education population. In 2008, a broad definition of Rt! 
was provided by the Colorado Department of Education. Rt! was defined as "a frame 
work that promotes a well-integrated system connecting general, compensatory, 
gifted, and special education in providing high quality, standards-based instruction 
and intervention that is matched to students' academic, social-emotional, and 
behavioral needs" (Pereles, Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009, p. 40). In other words, all 
students--no matter the label--could benefit from the Rt! process. According to 
Pereles, et al., (2009, p. 42), the "belief that if given access to a rigorous, standards-
based curriculum and research-based instruction, all students, including twice-
exceptional ones, can learn and achieve" is also necessary for a successful Rt! model. 
Rtl in the Elementary Setting 
The use of the Response to Intervention model for increasing all student 
achievement has become widespread, particularly in the elementary schools. The 
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elementary setting of the self-contained classroom not only allows for, but also has 
the expectation of "whole-class, small group, and individualized reading instruction" 
(Brozo, 2009, p. 278). The widespread use ofRtI and the feasibility within the 
elementary setting has allowed for an abundance of research at this level (Brozo, 
2009). 
Success in the elementary level is based on the individual needs of each 
school. In other words, the staff of the school should agree on the intervention goals 
prior to implementation, which provides greater ownership and fidelity of the 
implementation process. The Montana RtI Pilot Project utilized this process by 
"increasing collaboration among the stakeholders, incorporating a locally derived 
shared vision of long-term goals at each site, and including features of the Rtl model 
that would be culturally appropriate for each community" (Mahdavi & Beebe-
Frankenberger, 2009, p. 65). Of the two schools mentioned in the Montana Pilot 
Project, one school showed tremendous gains in reading due to incremental changes 
and leadership support while the other school showed minimal gains that were 
attributed to their addition of too many changes as well as a change in the 
administration. More importantly, both schools showed initial excitement in 
pioneering the way for other Montana schools implementing Rtl as part of the pilot 
project (Mahdavi & Beebe-Frankenburger, 2009). 
In an urban elementary school setting, one particular study took a three-year 
collaborative effort to implement an Rtl system for reading. One of the key 
components was, again, developing a model the met the specific needs of the school. 
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The staff and other stakeholders also implemented the use of a universal screener 
three times a year, identifying students needs based on three tiers, utilization of 
progress monitoring, implementation ofresearch-based core instruction for Tier I, 
implementation of small group instruction for Tier II, and implementation of one-to-
one instruction for Tier III. Finally, this particular elementary school showed great 
gains. in reading that were attributed to collaboration, professional development, 
shared leadership, and an incremental implementation process (Rinaldi, Averill, & 
Stuart, 2011 ). Similar findings related to these attributes were also found in other 
elementary schools including an elementary school in the Midwest (Lembke, 
Garman, Deno, & Stecker, 2010). 
Rtl in the Middle School Setting 
The middle school years can be tough for many students due to more complex 
academic challenges, changing schools, and other demands. Also, these years are 
pivotal in preparing students for success in the high school setting. According to 
Johnson and Smith (2010), a successful Rt! model can ensure student success and 
should include the following components: 
• High quality, scientifically based classroom instruction. 
• School wide screening of academics and behavior. 
• Progress monitoring of student performance. 
• Implementation of research-based interventions at all tiers. 
• Fidelity checks on implementation. (p. 46) 
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Johnson and Smith (2010) also stress the importance of designing Tier III 
interventions that go beyond the Tier II interventions to specifically address the needs 
of individual students. According to Allington (2009), students struggle with reading 
because they are not provided additional time specifically designed for additional 
reading instruction. Successful Tier III interventions used at the middle and 
elementary levels have incorporated the additional time into the school day (Johnson 
& Smith, 2010). 
Rtl at the Secondary Level 
Rtl research is scarce at the secondary level. According to Fuchs, Fuchs, & 
Compton (2010), researchers avoid studying Response to Intervention models at the 
secondary level due to compliance of adolescents and to scheduling issues. 
According to Fuchs et al. (2010), rethinking the typical elementary school Rtl 
approach may be necessary when implementing Rtl in the high school setting because 
the assumptions that normally work at the elementary level may not apply at the 
secondary level. 
The first assumption that may not apply at the secondary level is "screening is 
required to identify risk before academic deficits materialize" (Fuchs, et al., 2010, p. 
24). Students at the secondary level could benefit from teacher nomination or already 
existing assessment data instead of gathering additional data from an added universal 
screener. The second assumption is "determining responsiveness to less intensive 
levels of the prevention system is required to identify students who need more 
intensive services" (Fuchs et al., 2010, p. 24). As opposed to following the usual 
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model for Rtl, high school students may need to skip secondary level interventions, 
and move to the more intensive tertiary level. The third assumption is that "the nature 
of the effective intervention is the same across the grades" (Fuchs et al., 2010, p. 25). 
Since students have made it to the secondary level, deficiencies have added up over 
the years and possibly have become more complex (Fuchs et al., 2010). 
Another suggestion includes the need for a district wide Response to 
Intervention program to allow for a more successful Rtl model at the high school. By 
providing an effective district wide model, aggressive attempts to prevent reading 
problems at the elementary and middle school setting will allow for more intense, 
more focused interventions at the secondary level (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2010). 
Researchers have also put forth the following questions that need to be addressed 
when implementing a successful Rtl program at the secondary level: 
• What tools are best for screening students? 
• How should the success of a given intervention be evaluated? 
• How can Rtl be adjusted to work under the constraints of a semester system? 
• What about the need for students to earn a certain number of credits to 
graduate? (Samuels, 2009, p. 22) 
Furthermore, the successful Rtl model at the high school setting should 
include time for teachers to conduct interventions in the high school schedule as well 
as time to attend planning and problem-solving meetings (Sansosti, Noltemeyer, & 
Goss, 2010). In a national online survey conducted by Martinez and Young (2011 ), 
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75% of all educators who participated felt like the Rt! process benefits students, but 
also felt like, without proper planning and time for implementing the strategies, the 
Rt! process can be cumbersome and cause frustration. 
Other challenges for implementation of Rt! at the high school setting also 
exist. According to Brozo (2009), three major obstacles are apparent. First, as stated 
earlier, Brozo (2009) pointed out that little research is available in incorporating Rt! 
at the secondary setting. Without the proper evidence, secondary teachers and 
administrators lack a sufficient foundation for incorporating Rt!. 
Second, secondary teachers are typically experts in their specific content. For 
example, a science teacher receives tremendous pressure to teach content that is 
driven by a state-mandated test and may not have the proper training to teach reading 
or numerical skills. An Rt! model at the high school setting will likely use teachers 
outside the mathematics and reading subject area to help deliver interventions due to 
numbers (Brozo, 2009). 
Third, the schedule for the secondary level is normally driven by credits 
needed to graduate. When students are required to attain a certain number of credits 
to graduate in a four-year high school setting, the flexibility of incorporating 
intervention courses or periods during the school day may be impossible to achieve 
(Brozo, 2009). 
Fuchs, et al. (2010) added a fourth obstacle, which is the compliancy of 
adolescent students. They suggest that adolescent students may not give their best 
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effort during the universal screening and/or progress monitoring aspect ofRtI. With 
this in mind, student performance may not reflect the benefits of the Rt! structure. 
When reading articles that report on RTI at the high school level, one will 
normally find a disclaimer that points out the abundance ofresearch available on 
successfully implementing the RTI concept at the elementary level but not at the high 
school level. Furthermore, research will also point out that a "one-model-fits-all" 
approach to R TI at the high school level does not exist. 
Components that Support Rtl Implementation 
According to Duffy and Scala (2012), the Colorado Department of Education 
supports a model that includes six components for implementation ofRtl: 
• Leadership 
• Problem solving 
• Curriculum and instruction 
• Assessment and progress monitoring 
• Positive school climate and culture 
• Family and Community Engagement 
First, leadership must provide a vision that supports changes from the Rt! 
model used. Educational leadership, at all levels, has the responsibility to promote 
buy-in for the initiatives that are implemented as part of the Rt! system. Second, a 
problem solving process that includes collaboration among administrators, teachers, 
parents/guardians, and even students to identify specific interventions that will be 
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used is important. The problem solving process should allow for the identification of 
specific causes for low academic performance, which, in turn, allows for 
identification of specific interventions. Third, curriculum and instruction must be 
research-based and aligned to standards. As you move up the tiered model, higher 
levels of intensity of instructional interventions and of strongly aligned curriculum 
should be present. Fourth, effective assessment and progress monitoring is crucial 
due to identifying students, utilizing data based decision making, and providing 
professional development to teachers. This component also allows for 
comprehensive decisions about allocating resources. Fifth, a positive school climate 
and culture aides in the process of implementing an Rtl model. Under the Colorado 
model, principles of positive school climate are based on "a caring community, 
appropriate behavior and problem solving skills, positive behavioral interventions and 
support, and rigorous academic instruction" (Duffy and Scala, 2012, p. 4). Sixth, the 
Colorado framework also recognizes that family and community engagement is 
crucial to share information and celebrate student success. This component 
emphasizes the importance of shared responsibility for student success (Duffy and 
Scala, 2012). 
Duffy and Scala (2012) discussed the process that three Colorado school 
faculties used to implement an Rtl model. At Garfield High, Taft High, and Hamilton 
High, the Rtl approach was different in each school and was loosely defined by the 
researchers. The evidence from the schools strongly reinforced the idea that 
educational leaders are pivotal in establishing a vision and "staying the course" 
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(Duffy & Scala, 2012, p. 9). The evidence from each of these high schools also 
pointed out the importance of implementing an Rtl model throughout the school 
system to ensure student success. Finally, the Rtl model must evolve particularly in 
the high school setting as students' needs evolve in order to be successful. Also, the 
definition of success will evolve based on student data and growth (Duffy & Scala, 
2012). 
Five Principles of a Successful Rtl System 
The High School Tiered Interventions Initiative (HSTII) team identified five 
principles or key components ofRTI and visited eight schools to monitor the 
implementations ofRTI (National High School Center, National Center on Response 
to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010). First, the HSTII group identified 
the principle that a majority of the educational needs of students could be met in Tier 
I instruction. Second, a universal screening exam should be used to identify the 
students who need more intensive instruction through intervention. Third, progress 
monitoring must be utilized to determining if a particular intervention was effective. 
Fourth, as students instructional needs become more intense, the intensity of the 
intervention should increase with high levels of fidelity. Fifth, data driven decision 
making can be used to assess students' response to the intervention and can also be 
used in the special education identification process. 
In the first component, the HSTII team stresses that a majority of students 
educational needs can be met in a Tier I structure when utilizing the three-tier model 
(National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and 
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Center on Instruction. 20 I 0). Tier I interventions should be universal, meaning that 
the intervention occurs in the classroom with all students. Also, the intervention 
should be both preventive and proactive (Allington, 2009). More specifically, Tier I 
interventions, or supports, are those strategies that teachers typically use to prevent 
problems students may have or that teachers use at the first sign that a student is 
having problems (Wright, 2007). Typical Tier I interventions provide support for all 
students, addresses core curriculum, and affects school structures and may include 
activities such as instructional changes, state-aligned curriculum, common 
assessments, common team teacher prep periods, and identified essential standards at 
each grade level (Pyramid Response to Intervention 2-Day Workshop, 2011). 
In the second component, the HSTII team addresses the need for a universal 
screening tool that identifies students needing more intensive interventions. Several 
school visited by the HSTII team used state tests or other standardized achievement 
scores in reading and in math to determine placement of students for the upcoming 
school year. In the high school setting, the HSTII team conjectured that high schools 
may need to use non-traditional screening methods, such as multiple failures in a 
particular class, as a means of universal screening (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010). 
Fuchs, Fuchs, and Stecker (2008) confirms the notion that screening methods should 
be used at the beginning of the year to place students in a proper Rtl tier for achieving 
educational goals. Fuchs et al. (2008) also adds that benchmark assessments, such as 
teacher designed assessments or curriculum based measures, may also be 
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implemented after incremental time periods to determine progress for each student to 
accompany the one-time universal screening tool. 
Benchmark assessments, diagnostic measures, class quizzes or tests, 
curriculum-based measures and other assessments are part of the third component--
progress monitoring (National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010). "Progress monitoring encompasses a 
system of brief assessments that are given frequently, at least monthly, to determine 
whether students are progressing through the curriculum in desired fashion and are 
likely to meet long-term goals" (Fuchs, et al, p. 11 ). Progress monitoring is an 
important component of an Rt! system because it is used to determine if students are 
responding to interventions and instruction by meeting educational goals, and to 
provide rationale for changing interventions and the instruction used on a daily basis 
(Pyramid Response to Intervention 2-Day Workshop, 2011). 
Tiered interventions and the intensity of the interventions was the focus of the 
fourth component set forth by the HSTII team (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010). 
Generally, Response to Intervention is most commonly defined as a three-tiered 
system, but some schools have incorporated varying numbers of tiers (National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction, 2010). In a typical three-tiered model, Tier I interventions are used for all 
students. Tier II interventions are administered in a smaller group setting with more 
intense instruction. Tier III is mainly in a one-on-one setting with high level of 
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structure and intensity. (Duffy & Scala, 2012; Hilton, 2007; National High School 
Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction. 2010; 
Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2011; Wright, 2007). Also, "Tier III interventions 
observed at various schools addressed more basic skills than Tier II interventions" 
(National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and 
Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 5). Finally, "observed Tier III interventions also 
frequently involved the use of published intervention programs" (National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction. 2010, p. 5). 
Finally, the fifth component identified by the HSTII team was use of data 
based decision making. As indicated earlier, universal screening and progress 
monitoring tools will supply data to determine placement of students within the 
school's tiered instructional structure. Teachers, parents, administrators, students, 
and other stakeholders should participate in data analysis and problem solving 
meetings to make decisions based on the data that are available. Data based decision 
making should also impact the instruction that is occurring and should help the Rt! 
system to be adaptable to the students' needs as identified by individual data 
(National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and 
Center on Instruction, 2010). 
According to Hill, King, and Lemons (2012), two common approaches exist 
in the data driven decision making process when selecting supplemental interventions 
in Rt! systems. In the first approach, standard protocol, students move along a set 
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continuum of "standardized, preselected, research-based interventions" (Hill, King, & 
Lemons, 2012, p. 7). If students do not respond to these interventions, they are 
referred for special education services. In the second approach, problem solving, 
practitioners match the intervention to the student need, which allows for more 
flexibility when contrasted with the standard protocol approach (2012). The problem 
solving approach is recommended by Fuchs, et al. (2010) because administrators and 
other practitioners are not waiting for the student to fail to select the proper 
intervention. 
Examples of Rtl Framework at the Secondary Level 
The HSTII team visited eight high schools with varying population sizes, 
community settings, and geographic locations (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010). Each 
school's staff implemented an Rtl framework to address student needs specific to 
their school with six of the schools utilizing a three-tier system, one utilizing a four-
tier system, and one utilizing a varying tier structure (see Table 10). More 
specifically, schools had both commonalities and differences in the areas of universal 
screening, progress monitoring, primary preventions secondary preventions, and 
tertiary preventions (National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2011 ). 
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Table 10 
Characteristics of Schools Visited by HST/I and Number of Tiers Used in Each 
Geographic Location Community Type Population Tiers Used 
West Urban 3400 Three 
Southeast Metropolitan 2200 Four 
Midwest Suburban 2000 Three 
Midwest Suburban 1100 Three 
Southern Rural 450 Three 
Western Suburban 810 Three 
Midwest Rural 1700 Three 
Northeastern Suburban 565 Varied 
Source: National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction, 20 I 0. 
Universal screening. The eight schools visited had varying areas of focus 
with their Rtl system, and this impacts the type of universal screening tool used (see 
Table 11). For example, one area of focus included reading which used curriculum 
based measures administered at the end of the eighth grade year for placement at the 
beginning of the ninth grade year. Grades were another area of focus. At the end of 
each grading term, the guidance department conducted grade analysis for all classes 
to determine students who were failing in one or more content area classes. As a final 
example, some schools used the Rtl model for behavior interventions. In these 
schools, the guidance department conducted semi-annual reviews of discipline 
referrals as a universal screening tool (National High School Center, National Center 
on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2011 ). 
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Table 11 
Universal Screening Practices Used by High Schools Observed by HST!! Team 
Participating 
school 
School A 
School B 
School C 
SchoolD 
Universal screening practice 
• Measures: Gray Oral Reading Tests (GORT; given at the end of 
eighth grade), class grades, state standards test scores, attendance 
data 
• Failure of at least one class 
• Failure to pass the state exit exam on its the first administration 
• All screening data used to determine who qualifies for Tiers II 
and III 
• Review of student grades during the summer by administrators 
• Students failing two or more classes ( checked every 6 weeks) 
identified for the EBIS process 
• Freshman core team (case manager, psychologist, counselor, 
teachers) met once per week; data mostly anecdotal ("stories from 
the classroom") 
• Students identified as needing additional interventions/supports 
on the basis of grades 
• Used uniform screening measure and was developing a procedure 
and process for early intervention teams at the time of observation 
• Screening process with multidisciplinary core teams had been in 
place since before RTI mandate----referrals passed from the Early 
Intervention Team (EIT) to screening team (dean, social worker, 
psychologist, nurse; a subset of the EIT) 
• Mostly with incoming students, additional data collected for 
screening if specific issues arose with these students 
• Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) in fall, winter, and spring 
for students in Tier II or III academic programming 
• Middle school meetings in spring to identify students needing 
additional academic and/or behavioral support 
• Truancy specialist identified incoming students with red flags 
• Review of cumulative file 
• Interviews with parents, teachers, and students 
• State tests, curriculum-based measures (CBMs), observations 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table 11 ( continued) 
Universal Screening Practices Used by High Schools Observed by HSTII Team 
Participating 
school 
School E 
School F 
School G 
Schoo!H 
Universal screening practice 
• Fall, winter, and spring with all grades . 
• Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) and Maze scores from the end 
of eighth grade 
• Specific scores on Maze and SRI identified students for additional 
testing (iSTEEP oral fluency measure) 
• State assessment scores and Gates-MacGinitie test to determine 
which ninth-graders should be enrolled in Tier II for reading; 
additional pretesting (e.g., oral word lists) during the fust 2-3 
weeks of Tier III to ensure that students are placed appropriately 
• State assessment scores and a public state university test used for 
mathematics; students scoring at basic and below basic on the state 
assessment typically assigned to receive algebra intervention 
• State formative assessments 
• Holt McDougal 
• Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests 
• ACT's PLAN and EXPLORE 
• Academic: teacher, parent, and self-referrals; eighth-grade state 
tests; end-of-course exams 
• Behavioral: number of office referrals 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 20 I 0, p. 19-36. 
Progress monitoring. Based on the research of the National High School 
Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction 
(2011), progress monitoring "yields data to assess students' learning and academic 
performance and to determine whether a specific intervention is effective for a 
particular student" (p. 18). In the site visits conducted by HSTII, the progress 
monitoring used was based on the level of intervention in which the students were 
placed (see Table 12). In the primary level of intervention, school staff members 
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used measures such as on-going formative assessments, common assessments, grades, 
and attendance that were delivered daily, monthly, and quarterly. In the secondary 
level of intervention, school staff members used curriculum based measures, reading 
passages, D/F reports, and behavior reports on a weekly or bi-weekly basis. In the 
tertiary level of intervention, school staff members used measures that were imbedded 
in the intervention program as well as behavior check sheets that were monitored 
daily (Hill, King, & Lemons, 2012; National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2011 ). 
Table 12 
Progress Monitoring Practices Used by High Schools Observed by HST/I Team 
Participating 
school 
School A 
Progress monitoring practice 
• Common assessments given in core mathematics every 6 weeks 
• Common writing prompts in development for English/LA at time 
of observation 
• Tier II progress monitoring in algebra at least once a week through 
teacher-created probe containing mathematics problems linked to 
specific standards taught 
• Tier II progress monitoring in English/LA 
• Tier III reading monitored with GORT, Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test (PPVT), Woodcock-Johnson Word Attack 
subtest, Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT); daily reading 
data recorded by the teacher during instruction 
School B • Tier I---every 4 weeks 
• Tier II---every 2-3 weeks 
• Tier III---every week 
• Conducted through weekly tests and quizzes, district benchmarks, 
end-of-course tests, end-of-course grades, high school graduation 
test, and short probes from Intervention Central 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"lessons learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table 12 ( continued) 
Progress Monitoring Practices Used by High Schools Observed by HST/I Team 
Participating 
school 
School C 
Progress monitoring practice 
• Conducted by teachers; varied by course, included 
formative/summative assessments and weekly grade data 
• Teams worked with data from: 
Screening 
Tier I/core instruction (for freshman) 
EIT 
PL T ( consisting of counselors) 
• Types of data used by specific teams: 
Tier I/core instruction: anecdotal observations of students 
EIT: formative/summative assessments, grades, disciplinary data, 
attendance records, anecdotal observations of students 
PLT: formative/summative assessments, grades, teacher 
recommendations, and AIMSweb for mathematics 
• No team followed each strand the whole way through 
School D • Integrity checks for progress monitoring during data review meetings 
• Interventionist at the data review meeting (helped with problem 
solving) 
• Academic data points: CB Ms ( oral reading fluency, MAZE, written 
expression, math applications) and MAP testing for at-risk students 
• Momentary time sampling (behavior observations) 
• Tools selected using recommendations from education district 
School E • Quick check-in with intervention teachers every Tuesday and 
Thursday 
• Weekly oral reading fluency measures from Six-Minute Solutions 
and monthly measures from Maze (Tiers II and III) 
School F • Student data monitored by students' teachers and not shared with 
other teachers 
• Data occasionally shared with the site literacy team as a way to 
discuss challenges or pacing 
• Data previously shared with the entire staff as a way to "highlight" 
what was occurring in Tier II, "as it was new"; this practice had been 
discontinued at the time of observation 
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"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Progress Monitoring Practices Used by High Schools Observed by HST/I Team 
Participating 
school 
School G 
Progress monitoring practice 
• By individual teachers 
• Students graphed their progress in Tier III English/LA support (built 
in to Tier III support with Read 180) 
- SRI given three to four times a year 
• No emphasis on schoolwide, systematic progress monitoring 
• At time of observation, discussions on use of Holt McDougal 
benchmark tests in future 
• SRI used three to four times a year for progress monitoring 
• Formative tests were given in September and December 
School H • Every 5 weeks 
• Coursework and grades on progress reports/report cards 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
Primary prevention. Duffy and Scala (20 I 2) reported that primary, or Tier I, 
preventions should be adjustable to the high school setting to compensate for the 
constraints of graduation credit requirements. In two of the three schools observed by 
Duffy and Scala (2012), student support centers were used in both primary and 
secondary prevention settings. These student support centers were used for the 
flexibility to target concepts for struggling students and provided help for students to 
master isolated skills. In each school, progress monitoring played an important role 
in the effectiveness of the Tier I, as well as Tier II and Tier III, interventions. "The 
school staff mentioned that their activities included monitoring the interventions, 
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reviewing student data, and making adjustments based on data" (Duffy and Scala, 
2012, p. 15). 
The National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2011) emphasize that Tier I prevention 
involves all students receiving clear, research based instruction. This type of core 
instruction should meet the needs of approximately 80% of the student population. In 
the site visits conducting by HSTII, primary prevention involved different strategies 
such as: 
• "Explicit, research based instruction 
• "Culturally responsive instruction 
• "Standards-aligned construction 
• "Scaffolding 
• "Differentiated instruction 
• "Academic literacy 
• "Formative assessment 
• "Clear behavior expectations school wide." (p. 16) 
If students do not respond to these strategies, then students should move to a more 
intensive secondary tier but will continue receiving Tier I interventions. Table 13 
gives a synopsis of each observed school's interventions and core instruction found at 
the Tier I, or primary level. 
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Table 13 
Primary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HSTII Team 
Participating 
school 
School A 
School B 
School C 
School D 
School E 
SchoolF 
School G 
School H 
Primary or Tier I Interventions Used 
• Explicit, research-based instruction provided to all 
• Ongoing formative assessment used to monitor student progress; 
common assessments developed in mathematics and common 
writing prompts were in development for English/LA students 
• All instruction aligned with state standards 
• AVID strategies incorporated into all core classes 
• Whiteboards commonly used in mathematics to engage all 
students and check for correctness 
• Standards-based instruction in the general education classroom for 
80% of students 
• Tier I interventions considered general "good practice," and 
teachers encouraged to develop their own interventions 
• No specific focus on core instruction at time of observation 
• Academic seminars for which content teachers referred students to 
receive specific support 
• Instruction in Tier I classrooms by content teachers 
• PBIS: behavioral expectations defined and taught to all students 
through daily advisement 
• Core classes in the morning in all subject areas for all students 
• Emphasis on embedding literacy strategies in all content areas 
• Content area teachers in grades 9-12 used routines and strategies 
from the CLC model in all classes, including physical education, 
building construction, drama, and graphic arts 
• English and mathematics instruction provided in Tier I for all 
students, including those in Tier II and Tier III 
• Same core curriculum classes for all ninth-graders 
• No specific emphasis on core instruction 
• Core instruction in the general education classroom for all students 
• PBIS: behavior expectations posted throughout the school, 
monthly assemblies focused on the three rules, a common study 
hall as a reward 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 20 I 0, p. 19-36. 
60 
RTI FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS 
Secondary prevention. According to the National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2011), 
secondary, or Tier II, prevention involves those students who do not respond at a 
desired level of achievement with primary preventions alone. Secondary preventions 
are those interventions that have an increased level of intensity when compared to 
primary preventions and address the learning or behavior challenges of the identified 
students. 
This tier of preventions, or interventions, usually involves approximately 15% 
of the student body and includes instruction in conjunction with the primary 
preventions. Typically in the Tier II setting, teachers deliver instruction in a small-
group setting with continuous progress monitoring. If students do not respond to 
these strategies, these students should move to the most intensive tier of 
preventions-the tertiary, or Tier III, preventions. Again, these students will continue 
to receive the primary tier of interventions, but may or may not continue to receive 
the secondary tier of preventions/interventions. Table 14 gives an overview of the 
secondary preventions used by the eight schools observed by HSTII. 
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Table 14 
Secondary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HSTII Team 
Participating 
schools 
School A 
School B 
Secondary or Tier II Interventions Used 
• Interventions in English/LA and algebra 
• Interventions provided during a class period to a group of students 
on the same reading level (fourth to eighth grade) or mathematics 
level 
• Algebra 1 divided into two yearlong courses (algebra A/Band CID) 
• Students in two algebra 1 sections who struggle after the first 6 
weeks reassigned/placed together in one section that provides 
different supports 
• Interventionists serve as classroom teachers and support persons 
• Tier II interventions one semester long 
• Other interventions: tutoring, reteaching, Saturday school 
• Differentiated instruction for each student within intervention; 
observed by HSTII staff in one algebra 1 class 
• Explicit and systematic instruction 
• After-school reteaching opportunities provided by science teachers 
for students who struggle with particular units 
• Provided in addition to general education instruction 
• In collaborative teaching classes delivered by a content teacher and 
support person; included mathematics test preparation 
• EBIS meeting with student and other stakeholders when student 
entered Tier II; student helped design the intervention; stakeholders 
met every 20-45 days to look at data and discuss progress 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 20 I 0, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table I 4 ( continued) 
Secondary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HST!! Team 
Participating 
schools 
School C 
SchoolD 
School E 
Secondary or Tier II Interventions Used 
• Conceptualized in groups-looking at the demographics for need, 
conducting early intervention, and defining and developing 
interventions for groups in need 
• Based on teacher referral 
• Academic Support Center (a specific academic seminar) for 
"students who don't know how to do school," including school 
expectations and preparedness 
• Language Arts Department and Mathematics Department co-
taught with special education-based on composite scores from 
the EXPLORE Assessment in eighth grade 
District wide, a cut score of 12 or below led to additional 
student support within the core curriculum block, an additional 
90-minute block that was half-reading and half-mathematics; 
students received instruction in both subjects, regardless of 
whether they tested well in one subject and not in the other 
Students who scored below a cut score of 12 took a science 
skills class for one semester instead of biology; because these 
students were struggling readers and would probably have 
difficulty in biology, they could take the skills class for content 
recovery 
• RTI English 9 and IO (team-taught by curriculum teacher and 
intervention specialist), Pre-Algebra/Mathematics Lab, Science 
Topics 
• Check and Connect program (intervention specialist) 
• Tier II for 9th-graders 
• Reading Voyager 
• One teacher for each intervention class of 12-15 students 
• Tier II for 10th-graders 
• Reading Advantage and Six-Minute Solutions, used to supplement 
Reading Voyager 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 20 I 0, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table 14 ( continued) 
Secondary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HST/I Team 
Participating 
schools 
SchoolF 
School G 
Secondary or Tier II Interventions Used 
• During elective periods 
• Daily meeting of academic strategies II (literacy course) and 
algebra intervention for one period for a year 
• Typically for 9th-graders; some 10th-graders enrolled if it was felt 
"that they [ need] another year" 
• English/LA: approximately 20 minutes of either Read for Me ( a 
variation of Sustained Silent Reading taught by any content area 
teacher), or multisyllabic work curriculum or fluency curriculum 
or comprehension practice (by "literacy-friendly" teachers) during 
semmars. 
• Mathematics: almost schoolwide lesson plan during first portion of 
seminar; all content area teachers taught; mathematics department 
provided support (video of instruction with tips) and explicit 
activities 
School H , • Guided study hall for reteaching core content and focusing on four 
main content areas 
Three certified teachers 
Varied number of students by period (12 maximum) 
Typically, 40 minutes every day (for some students, every 
other day or twice a day, as needed) 
Instruction provided according to what was being taught in 
Tier I 
• Academic Intervening Services (AIS) 
Content teacher provided small-group instruction in the core 
content area 
Multiple teaching techniques and strategies used 
Purpose is to reteach content, offer homework help, and/or 
provide test preparation 
Intervention given in groups of six or fewer students 
Occurred during a study hall or elective 
• No Tier II interventions for behavior 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"lessons learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
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Tertiary prevention. According to the National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (20 I I), 
tertiary, or Tier III preventions are delivered to those students who either minimally 
or do not respond to secondary preventions and include intense, individualized 
interventions. This level of interventions normally involves approximately 5% of the 
student population and is provided in addition to the primary, or Tier I preventions. 
The characteristics of tertiary preventions also include very small group or one-to-one 
instruction with frequent progress monitoring and more intense instruction. This type 
of instruction includes increased time, systematic instruction, and increased feedback. 
If students do not respond to the Tier III level of intervention, the students may be 
referred to special education. Table 15 reflects the tertiary, or Tier III preventions 
used by the eight schools observed by HSTII. 
Table 15 
Tertiary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HST!! Team 
Participating 
schools 
School A 
School B 
Tertiary or Tier III Interventions Used 
• Lindamood-Bell Leaming provided to students reading at third-
grade level or below 
• Students with multiple behavior problems (referral, suspensions) 
placed in a self-contained classroom 
• No Tier III for mathematics at the time of observation 
• Credit recovery was available in evening high school twice a week 
for 2.5 hours per session 
• Tier III (Student Support Team [SST] special education 
comprehensive evaluation referral) 
• Provided to a small group of students or individual students 
• Provided in addition to Tiers I and II 
• Could occur anytime during the school day 
• Examples: working on a mathematics concept with several 
students after school, reward program for attendance 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" to Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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Table 15 
Tertiary Interventions Used by High Schools Observed by HSTII Team 
Participating 
schools 
School C 
School D 
School E 
School F 
Tertiary or Tier III Interventions Used 
• Tier III (Professional Leaming Team [PLT]) 
• Conceptualized at an individual level-managed by special 
education department even if students were in general education 
• Behavior Disorder (BD) Center for issues with behavior and 
schoolwork; students placed there by special education for a 
specific content area or a "bad situation in a block"; operated 
during every block; students could leave if they demonstrated 
improvement; students who read at a second-, third-, fourth-, or 
fifth-grade level; accounted for 10% ( ~40 students) of each grade 
level at the school 
• Included Academic Achievement Seminar 
• Any individual academic interventions (pull-out) and special 
education 
• Individualized behavior support plans (behavior support 
paraprofessional) 
• Reading interventions (including Read as Detective, Six-Minute 
Solutions, Pleasurable Reading, and Power Tools for Success) in 
small groups, taught by former special education teacher 
• Interventions scheduled during electives in the afternoon 
• During Elective Periods 
• Students reading below the fourth-grade level on the Gates-
MacGinitie test enrolled in academic strategies I 
• Corrective Reading curriculum 
• Taught by paraprofessionals in small groups of 3-5 students while 
a special education teacher monitored implementation; instruction 
occurred in the special education classroom 
• No Tier III intervention for mathematics 
Source: Adapted from tables provided in Tiered Interventions in High Schools: Using Preliminary 
"Lessons Learned" lo Guide Ongoing Discussion by National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 19-36. 
( continued) 
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(National High School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and 
Center on Instruction, 2010). According to Hill, et al. (2012), high school scheduling 
may pose problems for implementing interventions because "it is unclear at this time 
which approach to scheduling (traditional or block) may be the most aligned with 
RtI" (Hill, et al., 2012, p. 8). 
Implementation of an Rtl system at the secondary setting is not a one-size-fits-
all process. Different schools have different needs and different methods to 
implement an Rtl model. The HSTII team maintains, "It is important to keep in mind 
the unique school culture and contextual factors and their influence on the 
development of a tiered intervention framework" (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010, p. 3). 
Even schools with similar demographics may have different implementation methods 
due to factors such as a teaching staffs resistance to change (National High School 
Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 
2010). 
In conclusion, an effective Rtl model at the secondary level is possible. The 
elements of this successful model must include addressing the time within the school 
day, time for teachers to plan and collaborate, an effective tier model, a universal 
screening, progress monitoring, research-based instruction, and buy-in from faculty, 
administrators, and especially students. Most importantly, meeting the needs of 
students is the cornerstone of an effective Response to Intervention model at the 
secondary level, and particularly for the students of Sheldon Clark High School. As 
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stated by Hill, et al. (2012, p.18), "the potential for enhanced student outcomes make 
this [Secondary Rtl] a worthy endeavor." 
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Chapter3 
Implementation of Rtl in the Secondary Setting 
Implementing Rtl Incrementally 
In spring 2011, the faculty and staff began researching different intervention 
strategies to improve the math and reading levels of all students at Sheldon Clark 
High School. Various strategies were identified to target different levels of students. 
Some of these strategies included implementation of a 30-minute intervention period 
called Red Zone, Read 180 for struggling readers, standards-based grading in all 
classes, remedial mathematics classes, and research-based instruction. Following the 
research ofMahdavi & Beebe-Frankenberger (2009) and Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 
(2011 ), incremental implementation of these interventions was spread over a three-
year period. 
During this time, Response to Intervention became the method that the faculty 
and staff at SCHS used to organize our implementation of different interventions in 
reading for ninth graders. Unfortunately, many of the interventions required class 
time that was normally used to meet graduation requirements. Over the next 16 
months, the staff at SCHS used Red Zone as a conduit for implementing interventions 
at all grade levels, but a three-tiered RtI system was implemented only at the 
freshman reading level at the beginning of the 2012-2013 school year. Implementing 
a three-tiered system with ninth grade students posed fewer issues with graduation 
requirements, and allowed the staff to experiment with a three-tiered system for Rt!. 
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Prior to the 2012-2013 school year, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School 
had included interventions to address student deficiencies. In spring 2011, school 
staff members identified these interventions through research of potential 
interventions, review of the leadership assessment report, and student data analysis. 
In the 2011-2012 school year, we had incorporated a 30-minute time frame during the 
school day to address identified needs in math, reading, and other content areas that 
were indicated by state testing, ACT, MAP®, PLAN, and career readiness. This block 
of time, called Red Zone, was designed to help students achieve benchmark scores in 
each of the testing areas. Red Zone was essentially a Tier II intervention that 
provided smaller settings for students to focus on specific deficiencies. 
Prior to fall 2012, the SCHS staff had not incorporated a Tier III intervention 
that allowed for more intense, research-based, one-on-one instruction. Since the staff 
was implementing Tier III reading interventions at the ninth grade level and the 
middle schools were not using an Rtl model, it was impossible to use standard 
protocol for student placement. The staff followed the flexibility of the problem 
solving method to use MAP® and EXPLORE data for student placement in the Tier 
III setting that used Read 180 class to target students who were reading several grade 
levels below the ninth grade level. 
In fall 2012, the leadership team at Sheldon Clark High School, which 
includes the principal, assistant principals, guidance counselors, teacher leaders, and 
central office staff members, expanded our intervention model to a three-tier RtI 
model with the incorporation of a tertiary level in the area of reading for incoming 
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freshman. The Rt! system used by SCHS included the elements from the research of 
Duffy and Scala (2012) as well as the National High School Center, National Center 
on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (20 I 0). These elements 
included: 
• A multi-tiered instruction model 
• Standards-based instruction in the general classroom setting 
• Universal screening 
• Research-based instruction in the general and intervention setting 
• Progress monitoring 
• Teaming and collaboration 
• Data-based decision making (placing students and planning instruction) 
• Student, parental, and staff buy-in that success for all students is possible. 
• Research-based and student-needs based curriculum 
The instruction model includes three tiers (see Appendix C). In Tier I level 
instruction, improvements include incorporating standards-based grading, utilizing 
quality formative assessment practices, utilization of technology, data advisee groups, 
core curriculum alignment with state and national standards, and adding rigor and 
relevance to everyday instruction. Also, all students, including ninth graders, 
received instruction in the thirty-minute Red Zone, during the school day that 
specifically targeted students' needs as identified by data from the universal screening 
tools MAP® and EXPLORE. Some students received enrichment classes or a study 
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hall if the student had reached proficiency benchmarks on the universal screening 
tools. Other students who did not meet benchmarks were placed in group settings 
within the Red Zone time frame. In the Tier II setting (see Appendix C), students' 
deficiencies were specifically targeted utilizing MAP® scores as well as other 
indicators such as formative assessments during regular classroom instruction as well 
as during Red Zone. Also, students who entered the ninth grade and were reading at 
the fourth grade reading level and below as measured by beginning of the year MAP® 
results were placed in the Tier III setting. These scores were compared with eighth 
grade EXPLORE data to check for discrepancies. If the two data points did not 
reflect each other, middle school staff members were asked for input to determine if 
Tier III placement was necessary. 
In ninth grade reading tertiary, or Tier III level (see Appendix C), two 
teachers and one instructional aide utilized the Read 180 program. The Read 180 
program was implemented in a 100-minute block of time daily. Also, the Read 180 
program is designed to utilize research-based instruction where students were 
involved in a hybrid setting of whole group instruction, small group instruction, and 
one-on-one instruction through the use of software and appropriately leveled reading 
books supplied with the Read 180 program. 
Struggles in Implementation 
In looking towards the future, it is important to understand the impact of the 
past. Implementation of the Tier II interventions of the Rt! model began at Sheldon 
Clark High School in the fall of 2011. The vision for the Rt! model was to address 
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the large percentage of students who were not reaching benchmarks on nationally 
norm-referenced assessment such as the ACT through a structure three-tier process. 
In a typical three-tiered RtI model, eighty percent of the student body should respond 
to research based instructional strategies in the regular classroom, called Tier I 
interventions or core instruction (National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2011). Judging by the past data 
for Sheldon Clark High School students (see Tables 1-8), Tier I instruction needed 
research-based interventions (see Appendix C) incorporated to meet the needs of the 
student population. 
Also, approximately 15% percent of a typical high school student body should 
respond to Tier II interventions, which can include small group settings with a more 
intense learning environment (Pereles, Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009). Finally, five 
percent or less of the student body should require intensive, one-on-one settings to 
help student to achieve a desire goal (National High School Center, National Center 
on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2011). In the fall of 2012, 
interventions were added to strengthen the secondary and tertiary levels of RtI 
structure for Sheldon Clark High School ( see Appendix C). 
Initially, students were placed in various tiers based on the universal screening 
tool from the beginning of the ninth grade as well as from EXPLORE scores from the 
beginning of their eighth grade year. According to Fuchs, et al. (2010), when in the 
high school setting, placing students as quickly as possible into the appropriate setting 
is important for success. On the other hand, utilizing a wait-to-fail method before 
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placing student in a particular tier was not advised because students were already in 
the high school setting and, essentially, time was running out (Fuchs, et al., 2010). 
In the 2011-2012 school, teachers used the results of MAP® for student 
placement in ninth grade reading Red Zone and for recommendations of skills taught 
in each Red Zone group. In the 2012-2013 school year, both the MAP® and 
EXPLORE testing results were used for placement during the ninth grade reading 
Red Zone, but the curriculum and instruction was designed by a reading specialist, 
Dr. Melinda Willis. Furthermore, Tier III instruction was incorporated in a double 
block class of Read 180 after the freshman reading teachers attended professional 
development on implementing and managing the program. Finally, student Red Zone 
classes were changed quarterly based on the administration of the MAP® test, but 
students remained in Read 180 until they demonstrated they were reading at grade 
level based on results from the software supplied by Scholastic, which is the company 
that distributes the Read 180 program. Students in all grades were receiving Tier I 
interventions in the regular classroom setting and Tier II interventions in the Red 
Zone setting, but only the ninth grade reading intervention structure included Tier III 
interventions with the Read 180 program. 
Other issues occurred during the 2011-2012 school year during the 
implementation of Tier II strategies in Red Zone. Originally, the Rt! implementation 
plan called for students in each grade level to remain in one subject area for Red Zone 
for the entire year. For example, all ninth grade students would remain in a reading 
Red Zone, unless they demonstrated proficiency through progress monitoring. Ninth 
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grade students did not have an opportunity to receive Tier II interventions in 
mathematics. Also, during interviews conducted by teachers and administrators, 
students complained about remaining in the same Red Zone with the same subject 
content. Even though progress monitoring results from MAP® demonstrated gains in 
reading for ninth grade students, testing results also demonstrated the need for 
mathematics interventions for ninth graders. To begin the second semester, SCHS 
staff members altered the original plan by changing student Red Zone placement each 
nine weeks and included other areas such as college readiness benchmarks, career 
readiness benchmarks, end of course benchmarks, and even enrichment for those 
students who have achieved any and all benchmarks. By changing student placement 
in Red Zone more frequently, the students began to ask "Why am I here?" and "How 
can I improve?" During informal conversations, students began to realize that each 
test that they took impacted their placement in a particular Red Zone. 
Also, to address the obstacle of student motivation that was mentioned by 
Fuchs, et al. (2010), the administration provided an extrinsic reward system for 
students who showed growth or had met benchmarks. The reward included a trip to 
the local community center for a free movie for students who showed improvement or 
the met benchmarks. This reward system was established in 2011-2012 prior to the 
implementation of the three-tier system in reading at the ninth grade year and has 
continued for the 2012-2013 school year. 
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Tier I Structures 
All reading classes for ninth-grade students includes curriculum that is aligned 
with common core standards, utilization of Accelerated Reader, STAR Program, and 
the Lexile Framework, incorporation of standards-based grading, availability ofESS, 
and use of differentiated instruction. Over the past three years, SCHS teachers have 
aligned the curriculum for all classes with the common core standards, which has 
increased the rigor of daily instruction. All English classes taught at SCHS use the 
Accelerated Reader, STAR Reading, and Lexile Framework to determine 
comprehension skills, appropriate text difficulty, and progress gained by each student 
during the school year in reading. Standards-based grading provides evidence of 
mastery of common core standards and promotes the targeting of students who have 
not achieved mastery. Extended School Services, or tutoring, was available to all 
students who are not mastering standards. Differentiated instruction through group 
and one-on-one settings are commonly used to provide extra help for students who 
are struggling in the regular classroom setting. These primary interventions are 
provided to all students and constitute most of the Tier I interventions used at SCHS. 
Tier II Curriculum and Instruction 
During the 2012-2013 school year, the Martin County School District 
continued the employment of reading specialist Dr. Melinda Willis. Dr. Willis was 
responsible for developing the curriculum and instruction for the reading Red Zones 
administered at the ninth grade level during the fall of 2012. Basing her curriculum 
and instruction on research (Allington, 2009; Beck, McKeown, & Koran, 2002; 
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Daniels & Steineke, 2011; Harvey & Goud vis, 2007), Dr. Willis developed weekly 
lesson plans that involved utilizing a different reading strategy each week. For 
example, during the first week of the ninth grade reading Red Zone, students were 
engaged in a strategy called Tum and Talk, which encourages students to participate 
in what Richard Allington des·cribes as "purposeful talk" (Harvey and Goudvis, 
2007, p.53). 
Each week of the reading Red Zone for ninth grade students began with a 
demonstration of the strategy, such as Tum and Talk, which would be used for that 
week. Teachers would explain the strategy, perform a mock session with the strategy, 
and discuss the benefits of using the strategy during the first day of using the strategy. 
On the second day of the strategy, guided practice was used with articles that were 
supplied based on the student's reading RIT score, which is provided in the results of 
MAP® testing. According to Allington (2009), students will improve reading 
' 
comprehension by practicing with reading material that is on the student's level. On 
the third day, students were engaged in timed readings to improve reading speed. 
Students also answered reading comprehension questions in a multiple-choice format 
to address recall, inference, and drawing-conclusions skills. On the fourth day, 
students selected reading material, wrote in response logs, and continued practicing 
the weekly reading strategy. The final day of the week involved a break from the 
strategy to work brainteasers and word riddles as a change of pace. After the five-day 
rotation, a new strategy was introduced and the cycle would start again. 
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According to MAP® results, students within a ten-point RIT range 
demonstrate similar mastery of reading skills and concepts and have similar Lexile 
scores. Based on this information, ninth grade students were divided into five groups. 
This grouping allowed for smaller settings and targeted intervention for students with 
similar reading skills and concepts. Table 16 shows the student categories and the 
tiers of intervention received. Students who scored above the RIT score of230 were 
considered as "meeting benchmark" and were allowed to choose an enrichment Red 
Zone and only received Tier I reading interventions (see Table 16). 
Table 16 
Students Placed in Tiered Instruction Based on Fall RIT Reading Scores 
RITrange Students Class percentage Tiers of intervention 
c":230 30 21.7 Tier I only 
220-229 33 23.9 Tiers I & II 
210-219 37 26.8 Tiers I & II 
200-209 16 11.6 Tiers I & II 
*.::: 199 22 15.9 Tiers I, II, & III 
Note. *Of the 26 students who were originally placed in Tier III intervention setting, only 22 were part 
of the data collection process. Two students showed enough progress within the Tier III setting to 
move to a less-intensive tier. Two additional students did not take both the fall and winter MAP tests, 
which disallowed comparison data for either student. Also, five students had scores that were greater 
than the 199 but were placed in a Tier III setting due to additional MAP and EXPLORE data from their 
eighth grade year. The data for these students were only included in the Tier III student group. 
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Read 180 and Its Role in Tier III Interventions 
As discussed earlier, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School implemented 
secondary interventions at all grade levels, but an intensive Tier III intervention 
system was needed since nearly one-sixth of the freshman class of2012-2013 was 
reading at a fourth grade level or lower. With this in mind, the administration and 
freshman-level reading teachers added Read 180 for tertiary interventions, and 26 
ninth graders were placed in the Tier III setting. Most of these students received 
lower than a 200 reading RlT score on the fall MAP® test. Thus far, the intervention 
model for SCHS included Tier I interventions incorporated in all classes and Tier II 
interventions added during Red Zone for all grade levels. Read 180 provided Tier III 
interventions for ninth grade students. In tum, this provided a way to examine the 
effectivene~s of the three-tier model in reading for ninth grade students. Tier III 
reading interventions were implemented in September 2012. 
One other question should be addressed: Why Read 180 for the Tier III level 
of instruction? According to the National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2011 ), some schools that were 
visited during their research turned to a program to supply the Tier III interventions. 
Read 180 is a program that was developed by an educational company called 
Scholastic and was the program that the faculty and staff at SCHS chose to structure 
our tertiary interventions. This system utilizes whole-group instruction, small-group 
instruction, instructional software, modeled and independent reading, and whole 
group wrap-up sessions. More specifically, the instructional software measures 
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student fluency, vocabulary, and spelling and provides individualized lesson plans for 
each student based on results from the online instructional sessions. As part of the 
independent reading requirement, Scholastic provides leveled, high-interest reading 
books so students can practice reading with books on their reading level. Allington 
(2009) reinforced the idea that high-success reading practice will increase student 
reading comprehension skills. In addition, the instructional software that is part of 
the Read 180 program provided additional one-on-one instruction that was difficult to 
provide with the limited content-specific teaching staff available at SCHS. 
This program also embodies most of the aspects of the Universal Design for 
Learning, or UDL concept. The UDL concept is a research-based framework that 
supports the development of adaptable learning environments to adjust to differences 
in individual learning styles. UDL has three overarching ideas that are supported by 
three principles that ensure student success (Rose & Gravel, 2010). 
First, instruction must have multiple means ofrepresentation, which is 
supported by: 
1. Providing options for perception (display, auditory, visual) 
2. Providing options for language and symbols ( define vocabulary and 
symbol, clarify syntax and structure, options for decoding text/math 
notation, options that illustrate key concepts non-linguistically) 
3. Providing options for comprehension ( activate background knowledge, 
highlight critical features/relationships, guide information processing, 
support memory and transfer) (Rose & Gravel, 2010). 
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Second, instruction must have multiple means of action and expression, which 
is supported by: 
1. Providing options for physical action (physical response, navigation, 
accessing tools and technologies) 
2. Providing options for expressive skills and fluency ( options in media for 
communication, tools for composition, and problem solving, scaffolds for 
practice and performance) 
3. Providing option for executive functions (guide effective goal-setting, 
planning and strategy development, facilitate managing information and 
resources, enhance capacity for monitoring progress (Rose & Gravel, 
2010). 
Third, instruction must have multiple means of engagement, which is 
supported 'by: 
1. Providing options for recruiting interest ( options that increase individual 
choice and autonomy, relevance/value/authenticity, reduce threats and 
distractions) 
2. Providing options for sustaining effort and persistence (heighten salience 
of goals and objectives, vary levels of challenge and support, foster 
collaboration and communication, increase mastery-oriented feedback 
3. Providing options for self-regulation (personal goal setting/expectations, 
scaffold coping skills and strategies, develop self-assessment and 
reflection) (Rose & Gravel, 2010). 
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Read 180 provides learning environments that adapt to a student's individual 
needs. Through multiple means of representation, expression, and engagement, these 
programs meet the learning needs of all students and also support the Universal 
Design for Learning concept (Rose & Gravel, 2010). 
Budget, Timeline, and People Involved in Implementation 
Being labeled as a PLA school made Sheldon Clark High School eligible to 
apply for federal funds through the School Improvement Grant Section 1003g, or 
SIG. As part of the SIG application process, the administration had to set a budget, a 
timeline for implementation, and identify people involved with each initiative, 
including Rtl. Although the funds were not allocated specifically for this case study, 
the SIG funds did aide in the process of implementing the RtI model at the ninth 
grade level. The SIG allowed for $34,000 in professional development and travel, 
which was partially used to train our teachers in the implementation of Read 180. 
Also, a reading interventionist was employed to provide reading interventions in the 
Tier II setting and to collaborate with teachers in the Tier I setting. A freshman 
academy and Rtl coordinator were employed to develop curriculum as well as aide 
freshman in the transition process from the middle school to the high school setting. 
These positions were allocated up to $120,000. The SIG allowed for $122,000 in 
funding for software purchase. A portion of these funds was used to purchase the 
Read 180 programs. Table 17 reflects the timeline of implementing the intervention 
model, and Table 18 gives the membership of the RtI leadership team. 
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Table 17 
Timeline for Developing and Implementing the Rt/ Model for Reading at SCHS 
Time frame 
Spring 2011 
June 2011 
July 2011 
August 2011 
Activity 
Teacher and administrator gathered research on various 
intervention methods, including research on the Response-to-
Intervention framework. 
Teacher leaders attended training on Response to Intervention 
Completion of the School Improvement Grant. The SIG 
included funding for Read-180 for intensive research-based 
instruction for freshman reading classes. (Tier III instruction). 
Funds for professional development activities pertaining to 
instruction and utilization of software were secured. 
Professional development was conducted in incorporating 
standards-based grading. Ken O'Connor provided the training. 
Training dealing with rigor and relevance in the classroom was 
conducted to improve instruction at the Tier I level. 
Positions such as math interventionist and reading 
interventionist were secured to help develop curriculum needed 
in Red Zone as well as in daily classroom instruction. 
The bell schedule was changed to include a 30-minute Rtl 
period to allow for incorporation of the intervention period 
called Red Zone. 
Teacher schedules included professional learning community 
time to develop curriculum and to determine student placement 
in Red Zone classes. 
( continued) 
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Table 1 7 ( continued) 
Timeline for Developing and Implementing the Rt! Model for Reading at SCHS 
Time frame 
September 2011 
December 2011 
January 2012 
March2012 
Activity 
Data from the Measures of Academic Progress, ACT, PLAN, 
and EXPLORE was used to determine student needs and 
placement. 
The first structure was developed for the intervention period. 
Students took the MAP® for placing students and monitoring 
progress. 
Students were placed based on result on new data. 
Students took the MAP® for placing students and monitoring 
progress. 
Students were placed based on result on new data. 
The structure of RED ZONE was evaluated and changed. 
Red Zone structure was changed to include intervention for 
career and technical classes to target students for career 
readiness. 
Students took the MAP® for placing students and monitoring 
progress. 
Students were placed based on result on new data. 
The structure of RED ZONE was evaluated and changed, as 
necessary. 
Red Zones were developed to address students who needed 
more instruction or were not passing standards in various core 
classes. 
Read 180 training was completed for those teachers 
implementing the program. 
Read 180 was implemented for one low-level freshman reading 
class. 
( continued) 
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Table 17 ( continued) 
Timeline for Developing and Implementing the Rt/ Model for Reading at SCHS 
Time frame 
June 2012 
August 2012 
September 2012 
Activity 
Additional training for Response to Intervention and 
Standards-Based Grading was provided. 
Teacher surveys were completed for improving the Red Zone 
structure. 
Dr. Melinda Willis, Mr. Frank Baldridge, and Mr. Bobby Allen 
began refining the curriculum for Red Zone in the upcoming 
year. 
Tier III instruction was incorporated in the freshman class. 
MAP® testing completed for student placement data and 
universal screening. 
The lowest scoring students (26 total) were place in a two-
block intervention period in reading, which provides a three-
tier Rt! setting for the freshman class. 
Students in the ninth and eleventh grades were targeted during 
Red Zone for reading deficiencies. Students in the tenth and 
twelfth grades were targeting in mathematics for Tier II 
instruction. 
Student Data Advisee groups were implemented to help 
explain all individual data to students. 
Two teachers attended Ramp-Up to Algebra training for 
implementation. (Due to the timing of this training, the fidelity 
of the implementation of the Tier III mathematics-learning 
environment would be questionable at this point. The Ramp 
Up to Algebra program will continue but will not be included 
in the results of this case study. 
( continued) 
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Table 17 (continued) 
Timeline for Developing and Implementing the Rt! Model for Reading at SCHS 
Time frame 
October 2012 
December 2012 
Table 18 
Activity 
Student in the ninth, eleventh, and twelfth grade students were 
targeted in Red Zone for reading deficiencies while tenth grade 
students were targeted in mathematics for Tier II instruction. 
Ninth grade students who were identified at the beginning of 
the year continued in the Tier III blocks. 
Walk through data collection to ensure the fidelity of the 
implementation of the Red Zone curriculum. 
MAP® testing administered for progress monitoring. 
Data analysis of the effectiveness of the Rtl model for 
freshmen was conducted. 
People Involved in Implementing the Ninth Grade Rt! Program and Their Roles 
Person(s) Involved 
Robbie L. Fletcher 
Patricia Williams and Frank Baldridge 
Teacher Leaders 
Dr. Melinda Willis, Willie Stepp, & 
Frank Baldridge 
Lisa Hess, Royce Mayo, & 
Mary Anna Crace 
Mary Ann Crace and Frank Baldridge 
Darrin Rice, Tammy Webb, and 
Jamie Russell 
Faculty of SCHS 
Role(s) 
Design; Data analysis; Implementation 
Student placement lead; Management of 
curriculum 
Development of curriculum; Planning 
Development of reading curriculum 
for Red Zone 
Aide in data analysis; 
Data advisory planning 
Teachers responsible for implementing 
the Read 180 programs 
Implementation of Red Zone; 
Development of curriculum; 
Placement of students 
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Chapter4 
Student Results with Rtl and Contributing Factors 
Measures of Academic Progress® 
In fall, 2011, the Martin County School System began using Northwest 
Evaluation Association's (NWEA) MAP® assessment system as a universal-screening 
and progress-monitoring tool at all grade levels. MAP® is a computerized, adaptive 
system that displays one question at a time and adjusts the level of difficulty of the 
next question based on student performance. Even though MAP® can be 
administered in several different subjects (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2012), 
SCHS staff primarily use the reading and mathematics tests for universal screening 
and progress monitoring in the SCHS intervention system. 
According to NWEA (2012), the RIT score makes it easier to follow student 
progress or to calculate class or school averages. MAP® results are given as a Rasch 
Unit, or RIT score that ranges from 100 to 300. The RIT score directly correlates to 
the curriculum scale in each subject area taught and has a standard error of 3.2 to 3.7 
points (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2012). Specifically, if a student scores a 
215, which falls into the 210-219 RIT band, then NWEA sets forth, based on their 
research, three groups of skills and concepts for the student. The first group includes 
skills and concepts that a student has mostly likely mastered. The second group has 
skills and concepts that a student is ready to learn. The third group consists of skills 
that a student should be ready to start in the near future. Finally, the expected yearly 
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progress for each student is an increase from 2 to 4 RIT points, depending on the 
starting RIT score for the student (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2012). 
Brief Explanation of Rewards for MAP Testing 
During the 2011-2012 school year, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School 
was worried about the motivation of Sheldon Clark High School students to give their 
best effort during MAP® testing. As pointed out by Fuchs, et al, (20 I 0), compliance 
of adolescents acts as a deterrent for research at the high school level. In order to aide 
in the compliance of our students, we provide an extrinsic reward of a free movie at 
the local cinema during the school day for students who show improvement on the 
MAP® testing or hit the benchmark scores of230 in reading or 240 in mathematics. 
(These benchmark scores correlate to the college readiness benchmarks set by the 
Kentucky Department of Education for reading and mathematics.) More importantly, 
this reward system was implemented before the data collection used in this case study 
and was not introduced as another variable to consider during this study. 
Student Placement Based on MAP Testing 
All students, grades 9 through 12, were administered the MAP® test quarterly, 
beginning in September of 2011, and this practice has continued through the 2012-
2013 school year. After the staff of Sheldon Clark High School incorporated the 
Read I 80 program in late August of 2012, the ninth grade students, as well as all 
students continued to be scanned using MAP®. After the administration of the 
September 2012 test, ninth grade students were placed in Red Zone classes based 
primarily on their RIT scores from MAP®. If administrators or teachers felt that 
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MAP® results for a particular student did not truly reflect the student's ability or if 
MAP results were not available, teachers used EXPLORE results as a secondary 
universal screening tool. All students received Tier I instruction during their 
regularly scheduled classes. Students who met benchmarks were given enrichment 
Red Zone classes where they could study music, careers pathways, or simply use the 
time as a study hall. The freshman students who did not meet benchmarks were 
placed in a reading Red Zone to address skills and concepts that the student lacked. 
This Red Zone setting was designated as our Tier II instructional period. Tier III 
instruction occurred for our freshman class in a two-block period at the beginning of 
the school day through the use of the Read 180 program. After nine weeks of the Rtl 
model, MAP® was administered again at the end of the semester in December 2011 
with 138 ninth grade students participated in both testing sessions. 
MAP Results after Implementation 
To gain perspective, NWEA research points out that the average increase after 
one year of instruction is approximately three RIT points (Northwest Evaluation 
Association, 2012). Overall, 81 students' scores increased; 6 stayed the same; and 51 
decreased when comparing the fall and winter MAP® results. Table 19 presents a 
closer look at the change in RIT reading scores in comparing fall and winter results. 
Ninth grade students who only received Tier I interventions actually decreased by an 
average of 1.07 RIT points (SD = 6.37). Also, the highest performing RIT band 
group that received Tier I and Tier II interventions increased by an average of 0.82 
RIT points (SD = 6.85). On the other hand, as the fall RIT band decreased, the 
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average change in reading RIT scores increased. The highest gain by a RIT band 
group occurred with the group that received all three levels of intervention. This 
group increased by an average of7.90 RIT points (see Table 19). 
Table 19 
Average Change in Reading RIT Scores for Ninth Grader When Comparing Fall and 
Winter RIT Scores and Tier(s) of Intervention Used 
RITRange Increase/Decrease Tier(s) of interventions 
2:230 -1.07 Tier I only 
220-229 0.82 Tiers I & II 
210-219 1.70 Tiers I & II 
200-209 2.13 Tiers I & II 
*.::: 199 7.90 Tiers I, II, & III 
Note. • Of the 26 students who were originally placed in Tier III intervention setting, only 22 were part 
of the data collection process. Two students showed enough progress within the Tier III setting to 
move to a less-intensive tier. Two additional students did not take both the fall and winter MAP tests, 
which disallowed comparison data for either student. Also, five students had scores that were greater 
than the 199 but were placed in a Tier III setting due to additional MAP and EXPLORE data from their 
eighth grade year. The data for these students were only included in the Tier III student group. 
When considering students who received different tiers of intervention, 
findings are encouraging, particularly for those received Tier III instruction. Of the 
26 students who were. originally placed in Tier III intervention setting, only 22 were 
part of the data collection process. Two students showed enough progress within the 
Tier III setting to move to the less-intensive Tier II setting. Two additional students 
did not take both the fall and winter MAP tests, which disallowed comparison data 
for either student (see Table 14). The combined student average increase was 1.93 
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RIT scale points with a standard deviation of 8.98. Other interesting observations of 
winter MAP testing session include: 
• Of the 52 ninth grade students who decreased, 28 students were in the 
highest RIT band that received Tier II interventions, or received Tier I 
interventions only. 
• Of the 30 ninth grade students who had reached the benchmark during the 
fall testing cycle, 16 students reading RIT score decreased during the 
winter testing cycle. 
• Of the 26 students who were originally placed in the Read 180 class, only 
five students scores decrease from the fall testing cycle to the winter 
testing cycle while two remained the same. 
• Of the 26 students who originally placed in the Read 180 class, 14 
students reading RIT scores exceeded the two-year expected increase of 6 
points within the 9-week time period. 
• Students who received both Tier I and Tier II interventions had a 1.44 
average RIT scale increase (SD = 8.48). 
Additional Improvement Data for the Tier III Setting 
As part of the Read 180 program, Scholastic provides progress monitoring 
tools within the software portion of the program that test for reading comprehension. 
The data from this progress monitoring tool supports the improvement in reading 
comprehension that was evident with MAP® testing results. Specifically, using the 
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Scholastic software, ninth grade students were tested on nine different comprehension 
skills: 
1. Finding the main idea 
2. Making inferences 
3. Problems and solutions 
4. Drawing conclusions 
5. Summarizing 
6. Cause and effect 
7. Compare and contrast 
8. Reading for detail 
9. Sequencing 
Students in the Read 180 program were tested on these nine different skills 
using the progress-monitoring tool provided by Scholastic, prior to the new Red Zone 
assignments in October 2012, then again at the end of the semester in December 
2012. Students were required to correctly answer a minimum of70% of the questions 
that related to each skill before they were considered to have demonstrated 
proficiency for that skill. In the nine-week time period, five of the 22 students had 
demonstrated proficiency on one additional reading comprehension skill; six students 
demonstrated proficiency on two additional skills; and three students demonstrated 
proficiency on four additional skills. The remaining eight students showed progress, 
but not mastery, in one or more reading comprehension skills. 
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Creating Buy-in 
As Duffy and Scala (2012) point out, teacher buy-in is very important in the 
Rtl process because most-if not all-interventions will be administered by teachers. 
Early in the process of school improvement, teachers were given the opportunity to 
research possible initiatives and programs to support a change in the academic 
environment. A couple of the teachers and the principal discussed the Response to 
Intervention process. To build capacity, three teachers attended a national conference 
that offered intensive training for Rt!. These teachers then informed other teachers 
about the Rtl process, and soon teachers were ready to incorporate an RtI system at 
Sheldon Clark. 
At that point, the administration incorporated structures to allow for the Rtl 
system to function. First, 30 minutes were added to the school day. These 30 
minutes were used as the avenue for our Tier II instruction in Red Zone. Second, the 
master schedule was structured to include a two-block time frame for Read 180. This 
two-hour time frame was a strong recommendation of Scholastic. Third, 
administrators added time frames for professional learning communities (PLC) during 
the school day so teachers can analyze data, develop curriculum, and write common 
assessments for Red Zone. As a final structure, administrators, teachers, and 
counselors were responsible for placing students. Having enabling structures and 
teacher input has added staff trust and cooperation to the process. 
To inform stakeholders, the principal held two parent meetings to discuss Red 
Zone and other interventions that were implemented at SCHS. The principal began 
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the meetings by presenting testing information and providing information about Rt! 
and was followed by a question-and-answer session. Parent teacher conferences also 
included conversations with parents about standards-based grading as well as the 
Read I 80 program. Descriptions of the interventions used were included in 
newsletters that were distributed by email and by paper copies to parents and other 
stakeholders throughout the county. These communications were designed to address 
the capacity building principle described by Kelly, Frey, Alvarez, Berzin, Shaffer, 
and O'Brien (2010). 
During the incorporation phase, Dr. Wills surveyed teachers to determine the 
strengths and areas of concern in Red Zone to determine what changes we needed to 
make to ensure success. Dr. Willis utilized a Plus/Delta system to analyze the work 
in Red Zone (reference for Plus/Delta). In this case, the Plus section was considered 
positive feelings that teachers have towards Red Zone, while the Delta section 
recorded teachers' perceived areas for improvement. With this input, administrators 
made some changes at the request of teachers (see Appendix D). The Plus/Delta 
system allowed principals and teachers to have several open discussions to improve 
the Tier II structure, provide staff collaboration, and create a better Rt! system for our 
students. 
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Leadership and Its Role in Rtl 
As for continuation, it was necessary to include the principal, assistant 
principals, guidance counselors, teacher leaders, and central office staff members on 
the leadership team and build sustainability through incorporating a system that 
works and that is ever evolving. As the principal, it was my role to show the 
importance of the Rtl model to all stakeholders and to build capacity in others to 
continue the Rtl system that was developed. Utilizing teacher input and 
• 
communicating with everyone involved were important steps in sustaining the Rtl 
program. 
Effective leadership is important when incorporating a new program and for 
sustaining a successful program. An effective instructional leader must have the 
ability to communicate and articulate a common mission or goal to stakeholders on a 
consistent basis. With this ability to communicate, an effective leader can encourage 
teachers to change teaching methods and strategies, thus creating buy-in on a 
common mission. An effective leader will use this mission as the center for all 
decisions made-as the driving force (Lezotte & Snyder, 2011). In our case, our 
mission was to make sure that all students are career or college ready, and Rtl played 
a major role in accomplishing that mission. 
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Chapters 
Suggestions, Impact, and Conclusions 
The staff of Sheldon Clark High School continuously organizes data, inquires 
about the data, and acts on the data from our Red Zone intervention period and our 
Read 180 class, but we have had some difficult discussions along the way to ensure 
student success with an Rtl model. Even though different high schools have different 
needs, I agree with the National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2010) that certain aspects of an Rtl system 
should be common to all schools. 
Recommendations for Rtl Implementation 
As a result of this research, I would recommend the following steps to a staff 
or school leader who wanted to implement Rtl to meet the needs of their students in 
the secondary setting: 
1. Build capacity within your staff and community for the understanding 
of the Rtl process. Kelly, et al. (2010) pointed out that one of their four 
"overarching principles" (p. 202) for Rtl was capacity building by 
providing support services to students, parents, and school personnel. 
These capacities include activities such as communication with parents and 
stakeholders, administrative and teacher assistance, and teacher 
professional development. 
2. Do a self-assessment to determine what your school needs to target. 
According to Pereles, et al. (2009), Rtl is "a framework that promotes a 
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well-integrated system connecting general, compensatory, gifted, and 
special education in providing high quality, standards-based instruction and 
intervention that is matched to students' academic, social-emotional, and 
behavioral needs" (p. 40). Is your Rt! system going to address an 
academic, socio-emotional, or behavior need? 
3. Determine the type of interventions that your school staff wants to 
incorporate. Early on in the process at Sheldon Clark, teachers and 
administrators were involved in identifying strategies and interventions to 
address particular academic deficiencies. Evaluation of the Rt! framework 
includes collecting data on each student to determine the interventions what 
works for each student and under what circumstances (National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, & Center on 
Instruction, 2010). 
4. Develop an Rtl framework that includes a multi-tiered system. Duffy 
and Scala (2012) as well as the National High School Center, National 
Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2010) 
recommends the use of a multi-tiered system. My recommendation is a 
three-tiered system. However, the number of tiers used depends on the 
structure of the Rt! system selected. 
5. Incorporate interventions gradually. Rt! is a framework of 
interventions. From our experience, do not incorporate all interventions 
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from all levels of your Rt! framework at the same time. Teachers will feel 
overwhelmed. 
6. Select universal screening and progress monitoring tools. In the high 
school setting, the HSTII team conjectures that high school may need to 
use non-traditional screening methods, such as multiple failures in a 
particular class, grades for a current class, student interviews, and special 
issues that may arise, as means of universal screening (National High 
School Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on 
Instruction. 2010). Also, progress monitoring is crucial for identifying 
students; using data based decision making, and providing professional 
development to teachers (Duffy and Scala, 2012). These two aspects make 
the data-driven decision making cycle possible. 
7. Place students into the proper tier as soon as you have supporting data. 
According to Fuchs, et al. (2010), when in the high school setting, placing 
students as quickly as possible into the appropriate setting is important for 
success. 
8. Implement research-based instruction in the general and intervention 
setting. According to the National High School Center, National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction (2011 ), prevention 
strategies at all levels of the multi-tiered framework involves all students 
receiving clear, research based instruction and curriculum. Research based 
instruction may include, but is not limited to, alignment with state 
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standards, standards based instruction, embedded literacy strategies, 
differentiated instruction, and other research-based methods. 
9. Provide time for teachers to collaborate and to plan during the school 
day. Intervention providers, which are primarily the teaching faculty, 
should have the proper preparation time and the effective collaboration 
skills to meet specific student needs (National High School Center, 
National Center on Response to Intervention, & Center on Instruction, 
2010). Also, in a national online survey conducted by Martinez and Young 
(2011), 75% of all educators who participated indicated the Rtl process 
benefits students, but also felt without proper planning and time for 
implementing the strategies, the Rtl process can be cumbersome and cause 
frustration. 
10. Foster buy-in through shared decision making with all staff members. 
Educational leadership, at all levels, has the responsibility to promote buy-
in for the initiatives that are implemented as part of the Rtl system (Duffy 
& Scala, 2012). Teacher collaboration occurs during the school day, and 
teachers are involved in student placement and changes to the RtI system. 
Each of these practices contributes to staff buy-in. 
11. Realize that one Rtl system is not a "one-size-fits all" program for all 
schools. Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, and Young (2003) acknowledged that 
different districts implement RtI by different methods. For instance, a 
universal screening and/or progress monitoring tool used by one district 
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may not meet the needs of another district. Also, the type of interventions 
may vary from district to district. 
12. An effective Rtl at the high school level is best supported by an 
effective Rtl system throughout the school district. By providing an 
effective district wide model, aggressive attempts to prevent reading 
problems at the elementary and middle school setting will allow for more 
intense, more focused interventions at the secondary level (Vaughn & 
Fletcher, 2010). Even though the research of this case study did not 
include the effectiveness of the Rt! models implemented at other schools, 
the idea that a district wide Rt! model will support the Rt! efforts at the 
secondary level simply makes sense. 
Impact on Other Schools in Martin County 
The results from the MAP testing and from Read 180 have caused some 
changes in other schools in our district. For example, one of the elementary schools 
in our district has incorporated a "Blue Zone" that utilizes some of the strategies that 
are used at Sheldon Clark High School. The staff of Eden Elementary began Blue 
Zone during the second semester of the 2011-2012 school year. Similarly, Dr. Willis 
has begun the process of incorporating a similar Rt! model at one of the two middle 
schools in the Martin County School District. According to Dr. Willis, she has used 
what we have learned during the implementation and adaptation of Red Zone over the 
past two years to begin an intervention period at Inez Middle. In addition, the 
students at Inez Middle were given the option of naming their intervention period, 
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and the students chose Red Zone to follow the same idea as the high school-0 a 
possible sign in a shift in culture. 
Conclusions 
According to the High School Tiered Interventions Initiative (HSTII) team 
formed by the National High School Center, National Center on Response to 
Intervention, and Center on Instruction (20 I 0), 
RtI is a potentially powerful framework for organizing, allocating and 
evaluating educational resources to meet the instructional needs of all students 
to prevent long-term school failure. Much of our knowledge of the 
components of Rtl and their successful implementation is based on elementary 
schools. However, given the structural and organizational differences 
between elementary schools and high schools, this evidence has its limitations 
when implementing RtI at higher-grade levels. The essential components of 
RtI may be the same, regardless of grade level or context, but how they are 
translated into effective practice and integrated into a high school's processes 
may differ from elementary school models (p. 5). 
Keeping this in mind, the staff of Sheldon Clark High School began implementing 
interventions that would eventually lead to three-tier RtI model in reading for ninth 
grade students. The RtI framework was used to organize the interventions and to 
allocate the educational resources that were made available shortly after being labeled 
as a persistently low achieving school. 
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During the School Improvement Grant (SIG) application process, the staff 
analyzed elementary, middle, and high school examples ofRtI models and learned 
from each setting. In each of these settings, the use of research-based tiered 
instruction, universal screening, progress monitoring, and data based decision making 
was evident (Duffy & Scala, 2012; Jolmson & Smith, 2008; National High School 
Center, National Center on Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010; 
Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2011; Wright, 2007). Even though the research of Rinaldi, 
et al. (2011) took place in the elementary setting, SCHS staff used the researchers 
advice to implement the Rtl program in increments. In similar fashion, incorporating 
an intervention period into the school day was proposed in the middle school setting 
(Jolmson & Smith, 2008) as well as in the high school setting (National Center on 
Response to Intervention, and Center on Instruction, 2010) and was added to the Rtl 
framework for SCHS. 
During the implementation of the Rtl program, the SCHS staff came to realize 
the importance of answering the questions posed by Samuels (2009, p. 22): 
• "What tools are best for screening students? 
• How should the success of a given intervention be evaluated? 
• How can Rtl be adjusted to work under the constraints of a semester 
system? 
• What about the need for students to earn a certain number of credits to 
graduate?" 
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First, MAP® was used as the primary universal screening tool, but the staff realized 
that additional data, such as student failures, EXPLORE scores, and teacher 
recommendations were helpful in placing students into the appropriate tier(s) of 
intervention. Second, SCHS staff members used MAP® as a progress monitoring tool 
for uniformity, but also used the weekly assessment provided by Read 180 and 
classroom assessments so students could see their progress quickly and so changes in 
instruction could be made as needed. Third, the administration set aside a 30-rninute 
block of time to administer Tier II interventions; student placement changes occurred, 
at the latest, in 9-week time frames; and student credits were not affected by the 
additional time in Red Zone. In the ninth grade classes, a two-block time frame had 
no impact on the overall graduation requirements for the students. 
The administration also set a master schedule that allowed for common 
planning time for content teachers. This common planning time was used for data 
analysis, curriculum development, and planning for Red Zone. Without this time for 
teacher collaboration that was suggested by Sansosti, Noltemeyer, & Goss (2010), the 
Rtl model would have been extremely burdensome to manage due to time constraints. 
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Finally, the results of MAP® testing show promise for this secondary Rtl 
model that is in its infancy. After nine weeks of implementation, students in a Tier III 
setting gained an average of7.90 RIT scale points (SD= 11.3) on NWEA's MAP® 
assessment. Students who received Tier II interventions gained an average of 1.44 
RIT scale points (SD= 8.48), while students who received only Tier I interventions 
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decreased by an average of 1.07 RIT scale points (SD= 6.37). Overall, the students 
had an average RIT reading scale score increase of 1.93 (SD = 8.98). 
According to NWEA a student is expected to increase by approximately 0.5 to 
1.0 RIT scale points during a 9-week period with an average yearly progress of2.0 to 
4.0 RIT scale points. Admittedly, the increase data in RIT scale points show a wide-
range of scores as reflected in the mean and standard deviation, but it is an average 
increase higher than the expected by NWEA. Judging by the data of the ninth grade 
students of Sheldon Clark High School, Rt! can produce improved student 
achievement. Any program that has this type of potential for improved student 
achievement is definitely "a worthy endeavor" (Hill, King, & Lemons, 2012, p.18). 
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Appendix 
Appendix A Determination of Principal and School Based Decision Making 
Council Capacity and Capability from the School Leadership 
Assessment Summary Report for Sheldon Clark High School 
Kentucky Department of Education 
School Leadership Assessment Summary Report 
Sheldon Clark High School 
12/12/2010 - 12/17/2010 
Martin County School District 
In Conclusion: 
The members of the Sheldon Clark High School Leadership Assessment Team are grateful 
to the district and school leadership, staff, students, families and community for the 
cooperation and hospitality extended to us during the assessment process. 
The Leadership Assessment Team has examined extensive evidence and arrived at the 
following conclusions: 
Principal Authority: 
Principal does have the capability and capacity to continue his roles and 
responsibilities established in KRS 160.345. The principal was hired July, 2009, to 
implement the district's plan for turning around Sheldon Clark High School. 
However, if after one year of implementing the intervention plan, Sheldon Clark 
High School has not made sufficient progress toward the annual goals and 
implementation of the intervention plan, the principal shall be removed. 
Council Authority: 
School council does have the capability and capacity to continue its roles and 
responsibilities established in KRS 160.345. 
Commissioner, Kentucky Department of Education: 
_____________________ ,Date: ______ _ 
Pursuant to School Improvement Grant Section 1003g (SIG) Guidance from the US 
Department of Education the district must submit an application to receive SIG 1003g funds. 
The application will outline the district's plan and annual goals for improving 
student achievement in the identified school and must be approved by the 
Kentucky Department of Education (KDE). 
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The annual goals will be based on student achievement on the state 
assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics. 
Progress toward those goals will be reported to KDE on a quarterly basis. The 
district must monitor the quarterly goals with a valid, reliable, fair and strong 
predictive assessment tool that correlates with KDE's summative measures of 
student achievement. 
I have received the leadership assessment report for Sheldon Clark High School. I 
understand the school and district must meet the requirements listed above. 
Principal, Sheldon Clark High School 
______________________ ,Date: ______ _ 
Superintendent, Martin County Schools 
______________________ Date:. ______ _ 
Page 62 of77 
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Appendix B Summary ofNext Steps from the School Leadership Assessment 
Summary Report for Sheldon Clark High School 
Kentucky Department of Education 
School Leadership Assessment Summary Report 
Sheldon Clark High School 
12/12/2010 -12/17/2010 
Martin County School District 
Summary of Next Steps: 
The principal should lead the charge in creating a high performing school. He should engage 
all stakeholders in interactive conversations concerning high student achievement. He should 
hold teachers accountable for the success or failure of their students. He should monitor 
classroom instruction and provide meaningful feedback that will lead teachers in teaching to 
proficiency. The principal should provide direction to the school council as to their role in 
improving student performance. He should ensure all stakeholders are informed about school 
policies and then implement those policies. The goals and priorities within the comprehensive 
school improvement plan should be his guide to continuous school improvement. 
The principal should establish a systematic process for using the data room to assist 
teachers in the review, management, analysis and use of multiple assessment data. This 
process should include procedures for using assessment data to identify and address gaps in 
the high school curriculum and weaknesses in instructional practices. The principal should 
ensure all staff members have training in using formative assessments as a tool for informing 
instruction and a means to determine student learning needs. The principal should monitor 
instructional practices and consistently provide teachers with meaningful feedback on 
assessments (formative and summative) and support to assist in the 
refinement of instruction. To ensure continuous student learning, the principal should guide 
teachers in a cycle of reflection and change. All decisions regarding teaching and learning 
should be data driven and modifications in curriculum, assessment and instruction should be 
based on the analysis of data. 
The principal should collaborate with school staff members to develop a system of 
interventions that provides guidelines for identifying students not meeting state and federal 
grade level expectations. All human and program resources should be evaluate.d to search 
for ideas in developing a comprehensive plan to address low-performing student needs in a 
timely manner. The plan should include progress monitoring criteria for supplemental and 
intensive interventions. The principal and school council should regularly evaluate the 
effectiveness of interventions in moving students to grade level competency and beyond. 
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The school council should develop and adopt policy to increase participation of all 
stakeholder groups in improving student achievement. The principal should research effective 
family and community involvement practices, conduct a needs assessment and use results to 
create a plan to increase family and community involvement. Families and community 
leaders should be engaged as partners in school activities that support student learning and 
decision making. The school council should develop and adopt a communications policy that 
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addresses frequent and interactive communication with all stakeholders regarding student 
achievement. The school council should monitor the implementation of all policies for impact 
on student achievement. 
The principal should lead the staff in the creation of a comprehensive school emergency and 
safety plan. Safety procedures (fire, tornado, earthquakes, intruders) should be developed 
and posted in all classrooms and throughout the building. All safety drills should be regularly 
practiced and documented for completion. These procedures should be communicated to all 
stakeholder groups. The principal and school council should conduct a needs assessment of 
repairs to the school building and work with district leadership to create a safe and healthy 
learning environment. 
The principal should collaborate with all stakeholder groups to develop a comprehensive 
school improvement plan that is data-driven and addresses the learning needs of all 
students. The principal and school council should monitor and evaluate the plan according to 
established timelines and benchmarks. 
Page 61 
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Appendix C Description of the Rtl Model of Reading Interventions for inth-
Grade tudents 
Tier Ill - Utilization of the Read 180 program. The Read 
180 program uses a blending instructional model. Each class 
period should be at least 90 minutes long and begin with a 
whole-group instructional session. The group is then broken 
into three stations, which include modeling independent 
reading, small-group instruction, and independent educational 
software. The educational software is adaptive in that it 
continuously assesses the student and provides individual 
practice in writing, vocabulary, spelling and reading. The 
Universal Design for Learning concept also supports the use 
of this type of instruction (Rose & Gravel, 20 I 0). 
Tier 11 - Reading Red Zone. Dr. Melinda Willis, Reading 
Specialist, primarily develops the curriculum and 
instructional strategies for Reading Red Zone, with help from 
Mr. Frank Baldridge. This group includes Tier 1Il students 
and all students that are not meeting college benchmarks as 
measured by MAP® and by PLAN data. Dr. Willis ' lesson 
planning for thi g roup has included "multi-text, multi-
curriculum" design where teachers use a variety of texts that 
address the same subject so that a l I levels, including 
struggling readers, can be actively involved in classroom 
discussion and assignments. High interest reading materials 
and high-success reading are two other research-ha ed 
designs that are used (Allington, 2009). 
Tier 1 - Research-based insrn,ction in the 
regular classroom. All reading classes for ninth-
grade students includes curriculum that is a ligned 
with common core standards, utilization of 
Accelerated Reader and Star Program, standards-
based grading, utilization of the Lexi le Framework, 
ESS avai labi lity, and differentiated in truction. 
) 
) 
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Appendix D Creating Teacher Buy-in Utilizing the Plus-Delta System: What 
Works and What Needs Improving in the Eyes of the Teachers with 
Tier II Rtl Structure at Sheldon Clark High 
PLUS-Teachers' perceptions of what is 
working 
• Everything has been planned well by 
resource person 
• Material is more structured and focused 
than last year 
• Now that students understand why they 
are in a particular Red Zone, student 
perceptions are improving. 
• Fewer behavior problems in upper level 
groups 
• , Good to get to know students more as it is 
a smaller group 
• Students are at same level and can be 
taught according to their needs 
• More one on one time is available if 
needed 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Extra practice reading for students 
Leaming new and effective strategies 
myself 
Looking at data and regrouping students 
according to it 
Teachers got a say in grouping 
Students took diagnostic seriously 
More individualized approach 
Solid data are given to students 
Showing interest in students shows them 
that we are there to help them 
Opportunity for students to refine 
academic skills in a specific area in a less 
structured environment 
Students are responding to reading 
Students are learning about quality of 
personal actions, leadership, and personal 
skills which are important for life-long 
success 
With enrichment, I did activities that 
addressed the hidden curriculum of 
school; also worked on vocabulary, 
reading higher level text 
Working with freshmen allowed me to 
make personal connections prior to their 
being in my class 
• Concentrated areas in reading and math 
• Interventions are focused on students 
meeting benchmarks 
DELTA - Teacher perceptions on how our Rt! 
and Red Zone structure could improve. 
• Lack of student accountability - no 
"grades" for Red Zone 
• Quality of Red Zone instruction varies 
based on the teacher 
• Need fewer students in lower level Red 
Zone sections 
• Need pre- and post-test assessments to go 
with MAP® 
• Students need to move when ready, not at 
the end of the 9 weeks 
• Earlier in the day time for Tier II 
instruction to go with Tier III instruction 
• More available technology 
• Break students up by subscores 
• All students should be learning - no free 
period for those meeting benchmarks 
• Student buy-in could be better 
• Need more time to plan for Red Zone 
• Student attendance 
• Need more resources 
• Timed readings need to be more student-
friendly 
• Enrichment (for those that are meeting 
benchmarks) needs to be academically 
focused 
• Need more hands on activities 
• Not enough time to work with students 
individually 
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